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THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ForEIGN RELATIONS AND 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committees met, pursuant to call, at 2:30 p. m., in the Foreign 
Relations Committee room, United States Capitol Building, Senator 
Theodore Francis Green (chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations) presiding. 

Present: Senators Green, Fulbright, Humphrey, Mansfield, Smith 
of New Jersey, Hickenlooper, Know land, and Aiken, of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

Senators Russell (chairman of the Committee on Armed Services), 
Stennis, Symington, and Saltonstall, of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Chairman Green. This is the joint Committee of Foreign Relations 
and Armed Services to hear former Under Secretary Hoover. 

Mr. Hoover, I am glad to see you. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT HOOVER, JR., FORMER UNDER 
SECRETARY OF STATE 


Mr. Hoover. Glad to see you, sir. 

Chairman Green. This meeting of the joint committee has been 
specially called to hear you for the following reasons: 

When Mr. Dulles testified before our joint committee on January 15, 
Senator Langer asked certain questions with respect to American 
interests in oil concessions in Iran. At that time Mr. Dulles said that 
Mr. Hoover would be competent to answer those questions. 

In the meantime, the Department of State, over the signature of 
Assistant Secretary Hill, has supplied answers in writing to Senator 
Langer’s questions. 

In order, however, that the record may be complete, we have asked 
you to sit with us today to add any additional comments you may have 
regarding this situation. 


LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF STATE TO CHAIRMAN 


Before you do so, it seems to me that it would be well, for the infor- 
mation of all present, to read two letters. 

The first one is dated January 30, and is from Robert C. Hill, 
Assistant Secretary of the Department of State, to me. 


JANUARY 30, 1957. 
DEAR SENATOR GREEN: You will recall that on January 15, 1957, in the course 
of the hearings on the joint resolution on the Middle East, Senator Langer 
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directed a series of questions to Secretary Dulles concerning the Iranian oil 
agreement. The Secretary indicated that he was not familiar with all the details 
but that Mr. Hoover was, and that if Mr. Hoover’s previous testimony in this 
connection was not a matter of record he would arrange to make the desired 
information available to Senator Langer. 

Replies to the specific questions which the Senator put to the Secretary do 
not appear to be on record as testified by Mr. Hoover. Therefore, he has asked 
me to forward to you the information regarding the Iranian oil agreement 
which Senator Langer has requested. 

There is enclosed a2 memorandum in this connection which it is hoped will be 
satisfactory to Senator Langer. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert C. HI1t, 
Assistant Secretary. 


And enclosed was the “information requested by Senator Langer 
regarding the Iranian oil agreement.” 


LETTER FROM SENATOR LANGER 


The other letter to which I have reference is from Senator Langer 
to me, dated February 4. He says: 


My Dear SENATOR GREEN: I hereby respectfully request that the nomination 
of Christian A. Herter as Under Secretary of State be held over for 1 week. 

The reason for this request is that when Mr. Dulles was testifying before the 
Foreign Relations Committee I took up with him the cartel agreement by which 
oil in the Mideast was divided among seven companies. He stated at that time 
that he was not familiar with those details, but that the present Under Secretary 
of State would be testifying in public session and would give us the information. 
Mr. Hoover has not yet testified. 

It is my understanding that Mr. Herter or members of his family have heavy 
interests in oil, particularly Standard Oil of New Jersey, one of the seven com- 
panies involved. I am investigating this matter, and my interest in the matter 
is further accentuated by the fact that in the U. 8. News & World Report for 
February 1 the following article appears: 

“Herbert Hoover, Jr., retiring as Under Secretary of State, has agreed to 
serve in the Middle East in a special capacity as a representative of this Gov- 
ernment. Mr. Hoover is expected to work closely with King Saud.” 

It is my belief that our committee should very carefully go into this entire 
oil matter and proceed cautiously so that our committee may protect itself against 
the charge that at the behest of the State Department we are sending our soldiers 
to the Mideast to protect these oil companies rather than the American people. 
I do not belive we should pass on this nomination, which I may ultimately 
vote for, until we have heard the public testimony of Mr. Hoover and possibly 
others. 

With kind regards I am, 

Sincerely. 


Signed by Senator Langer. 

We are very glad to hear from you, Mr. Hoover, with regard to 
those letters. You may clarify the situation considerably. 

{ Deleted. ] 

Mr. Hoover. I would, if I might, like to clarify 1 or 2 minor points, 
and then I would like to answer any questions which the committee 
might perhaps like to ask me. 


DIVESTMENT OF INTERESTS 


First, there is a statement, if I could make it very briefly, which I 
made to the members of the Foreign Relations Committee in execu- 
tive session, I think a month or so ago, for any of the members of the 
Armed Services Committee who might not have been there, too. 
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There have been from time to time statements, entirely irrespon- 
sible, that I had various interests in Middle East oil. And I would 
simply like to say this: When I became Under Secretary of State, I 
disposed of all of my business interests and severed all of my business 
connections; and, second, that to the best of my memory, at no time 
have I ever had any interest in any organization or company which 
has had any Middle East oil production, and that is either before or 
during the time that I was Under Secretary of State. 

Senator Mansrrecp. Mr. Chairman, may I raise a question there? 

Chairman Green. Would you mind being aneaers or do you 
prefer to wait until you have finished your statement 

Mr. Hoover. No. I have completed that statement. 

Senator Mansrievp. Is it not true that what you have just said, 
you also told this committee at the time you were before us for confir- 
mation / 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. 

Well, just to clarify that for a moment, Senator. When I came 
here, you will remember that I had had no opportunity at that time 
to rearrange my personal affairs, when I became Under Secretary of 
State, and that I was confirmed by the Senate almost a month before 
it was planned that I would take office. And I told them at that time 
that I did have some holdings in a domestic, United States oil com- 
pany, then not operating abroad, which was the Union Oil Company 
of California, and I asked for guidance from the committee as to what 
T should do in regard to those holdings. 

The committee told me that I should be guided by my own con- 
science; and I proceeded, then, subsequent to that, but before I took 
office, to dispose completely of all my interests in that company and 
any other business interests which I had. 

Chairman Green. Does that answer your question ? 

Senator Mansrretp. Yes. 

Senator Sauronstaty. Mr. Chairman, while it may not be strictly 
within my province as a member of the Armed Services Committee, 
just to make the record absolutely clear, you have purchased nothing, 
of course, since you have been Under Secretary ? 


NO MIDDLE EAST POST ANTICIPATED 


Mr. Hoover. No, nothing of any sort. 

Second, was in regard to Senator Langer’s letter, which you very 
kindly gave me a copy of, Mr. Chairman. I think I would only want 
to comment on one point, and that was the quotation from U.S. News 
& World Report which you read as a part of the letter. 

I think that there is no truth whatsoever in this statement. I think 
it probably must have arisen from the fact that in accepting my letter 
of resignation, the President very kindly asked me if I would be avail- 
able from time to time to serve my Government. I said that I cer- 
tainly would, as I felt any citizen should be; and I had in mind that 
I would, if he wanted me to do trouble-shooting jobs, be available to 
do them. I think that certainly there was no thought, either in my 
mind or the President’s, so far as I know, for any assignments. I 
think this idea must have come up in the mind of a newspaperman 
because it was more or less coincident with the King Saud visit. 
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I can find no truth in that statement. I would simply like to correct 
that for the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not unmindful of the fact that the day I came 
to work for the Government, I came before your committee in regard 
to what was then the Iranian oil situation. And as I leave office, 
actually this afternoon, I am not unmindful of the fact that I am 
again before your same committee on the same subject, almost 314 
years later. 

Chairman Green. It is very interesting. 


INFORMATION REQUESTED BY SENATOR LANGER 


Mr. Hoover. Could I turn perhaps first to some of the specific ques- 
tions that Senator Langer asked, which are in the memorandum? 

I do not know whether the members of the committee have seen it 
or not. 

I would hesitate, perhaps, to take the time to read the memorandum. 

Senator Know.anp. I ask that the memorandum be included in the 

record at this point in these hearings. 

Chairman Green. It may be. 

Senator Hickenoorer. It already is. 

Senator KNowianp. It may be, but I think it should be included as 
part of these hearings. There is some reference to where it will be 
ound in the other hearings. 

Chairman Green. It will be so included. 

(The memorandum referred to is as follows :) 


ene requested by Senator Langer regarding the Iranian oil agree- 
ment. 

1. Publication of the agreement: Senator Langer inquired regarding the 
availability of the agreement between Iran and the group of international oil 
companies making up the consortium which was concluded on October 29, 1954. 
The basic document, the Government agreement, has been made public. As 
Senator Green noted during the hearings, it is published in the United States 
84th Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on the Judiciary, hearings 
before the Antitrust Subcommittee No. 5, part II, pages 1563 to 1651. Certain 
other documents involving exchanges between the Iranian Government and the 
participating companies, as well as the participants’ agreement which is a 
private commercial contract among the companies participating in the consor- 
tium, have not been made public. The Department of State believes it would 
not be in the interest of the United States to release them, particularly since 
the friendly governments concerned have requested the United States Govern- 
ment to maintain the confidential nature of the documents. On June 27, 1955, 
Mr. Hoover informed Mr. Celler and other members of the House Judiciary 
Committee in the sense of the foregoing. 

2. Constituency of the consortium: Senator Langer inquired what American 
oil companies are involved in the Iranian oil agreement and what percentage 
of the total production each company is entitled to take. 

(a) As originally formed, the consortium included the following companies 
with the indicated proportions of shares: 

‘The Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. (now the British Petroleum Co.) : 40 percent. 

Five American companies as follows: 40 percent (with 8 percent each) Gulf 
Oil Corp., Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Inc., Standard Oil Company of California, 
Standard Oil Company (New Jersey), the Texas Co. 

N. V. De Bataafsche Petroleum Maatschappij (Shell) : 14 percent. 

Compagnie Francaise des Petroles: 6 percent. 

On April 28, 1955, the following 9 independent American companies acquired 
a total of 5 percent interest in the consortium by purchase from the original 5 
American participants. Proportionate shares are indicated: 

American Independent Oil Co., Atlantic Refining Co., Hancock Oil Co., Pacific 
Western Oil Corp., Richfield Oil Corp., San Jacinto Petroleum Corp., Signal Oil 
& Gas Co., Standard Oil Company of Ohio, Tide Water Associated Oil Co. 
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The total 5 percent interest acquired by these companies was divided as 
follows: Richfield Oil Corp., %2; American Independent Oil Co., %2; other 
7 companies, 2 respectively. 

(b) Each company is entitled to receive an amount of oil according to the 
percentage of its ownership in the consortium. The costs of operation are pro- 
rated on the same basis. The American oil companies are entitled to 40 percent 
of total production. 


Total production of crude oil: 1955, 120 million barrels (324,000 barrels per 
day). 
1956 (estimate) 185 million barrels (500,000 barrels per day). 


Mr. Hoover. So having it in the record, I would be glad to answer 
any questions any members of the committee would like to put to me. 

Chairman Green. Do you have any other comments of your own? 

Mr. Hoover. No, sir. I only heard of this meeting a few minutes 
ago. I have had no chance for preparation, so I am going to draw 
entirely on my memory. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
what this report covers. Is that the holding of oil of the American 
companies ? 

Mr. Hoover. Perhaps if I might skim through this, it might help. 

Chairman Green. Do that, please. 


PUBLICATION OF IRANIAN OIL AGREEMENT 


Mr. Hoover (reading) : 


Publication of the agreement: Senator Langer inquired regarding the avail- 
ability of the agreement between Iran and the group of international oil com- 
panies making up the consortium which was concluded on October 29, 1954. 

The basic document, which is known as the governmental agreement, has been 
made public. As Senator Green noted during the hearings, it was published in 
United States 84th Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, hearings before the Antitrust Subcommittee No. 5, part II, pages 1563 
to 1651. 

There are other documents involving exchanges between the Iranian Govern- 
ment and participating companies, as well as the participants’ agreement, which 
is a private commercial contract among the companies participating in the 
consortium, have not been made public. 

The Department of State believes it would not be in the interests of the United 
States to release them, particularly since the friendly governments concerned 
have requested the United States Government to maintain the confidential 
nature of the documents. 

On June 27, 1955, Mr. Hoover informed Mr. Celler and other members of the 
House Judiciary Committee in the sense of the foregoing. 

I might say parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, that this is a copy of 
those hearings. I stated orally to Mr. Celler at that time, that he 
would hear finally from the Secretary of State. 

There is in the hearings, if anyone is interested in it, a full review 
of the entire Iranian operation, in these hearings, in a letter which 
was signed by the Secretary of State and sent to Congressman Celler. 

Senator KNowianp. What page do they appear at ? 

Mr. Hoover. That letter is on page 1556. It is dated July 18, 1955, 
addressed to Congressman Celler, and signed by Secretary of State 
Dulles. 

(Letter inserted at end of Mr. Hoover's testimony.) 

I may from time to time, if there are any questions, refer, if I may, 
to some of the points in that letter. It states at considerably greater 
length the reasons why certain of these documents were not made 
public, 


To go on with the memorandum: 
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MEMBERSHIP OF IRANIAN OIL CONSORTIUM 


The second question of Senator Langer’s was the— 


Constituency of the consortium: Senator Langer inquired what American oil 
companies are involved in the Iranian oil agreement and what percentage of 
the total production each company is entitled to take. 

(a) As originally formed, the consortium included the following companies 
with the indicated proportions of shares— 
and these, incidentally, are outlined in the same letter by the Secretary 
of State. 


The Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. (now the British Petroleum Co.) : 40 percent. 
Five American companies: 40 percent— 


and they were as follows, with 8 percent each: 


Gulf Oil Corp., Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Standard of California, Standard of 
New Jersey, and the Texas Co. 

The Shell Co., which was British and Dutch, through its Dutch 
subsidiary here, is 14 percent. 

And the Compagnie Francaise des Petroles, which is a French 
company, French Government participation, is 6 percent. 

However, on April 28, 1955, the following 9 independent American 
companies acquired a total of 5 percent interest in the consortium by 
purchase from the original 5 American participants, and the pro- 
portionate shares are as indicated below: 

Companies that were represented in that group that came in were: 
The American Independent Oil Co., the Atlantic Refining Co., Han- 
cock Oil Co., Pacific Western Oil Corp., Richfield Oil Corp., San 
Jacinto Petroleum Corp., Signal Oil & Gas Co., Standard of Ohio, 
Tide Water Associated Oil Co. 

And they group themselves, apparently, into certain groups for 
operating reasons, so that the total 5 percent interest acquired by 
these companies is now divided as follows: Richfield Oil Corp. has 
34 5, there ciiens 12 companies; American Independent Oil Co. has %o; 
and the other 7 companies have 14» each. 


(6) Each company is entitled to receive an amount of oil— 


speaking of the consortium as a whole, as well as each of the sub- 
sidiary parts of it— 

Each company is entitled to receive an amount of oil according to the percentage 
of its ownership in the consortium. The costs of operation are prorated on the 
same basis. The American oil companies are entitled to 40 percent of total 
production. 

Further answering his question, in 1955 the total production was 
324,000 barrels per day average, with a net income to the Iranian 
Government of about $88 million. 

In 1956, the estimated total—I do not have the final figuies here— 
was, I believe, something slightly over 500,000 barrels per day, with an 
estimated income of somewhere around $150 million to $175 million 
to Iran. 

And in 1957, it is estimated the income will be approximately $200 
million to the Government of Iran. 

These are the answers to all the questions which I believe Senator 
Langer raised in the hearing with Mr. Dulles. 

Chairman Green. Are there any questions to ask Mr. Hoover? 

Senator Fursricut. Yes, sir; I have some questions, 
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Chairman Green. Go ahead, Senator Fulbright. 


ESTIMATED OIL RESERVES IN MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Futsricut. What are the estimated reserves in the Middle 
East, Mr. Hoover? Do you have those figures? 

Mr. Hoover. Senator, I do not believe that anybody can make an 
accurate estimate of reserves in the Middle East, because there has 
never been any attempt to delineate those reserves for purposes of 
evaluation, in a petroleum engineering sense, in the same way we have 
delineated reserves in the United States. 

All I can say is, they are very large. 

Senator Futsrieut. I was hoping that you could make a little more 
definite statement about it. They say sometimes it is three-fourths, 
but I think more often it is 70 percent of the world’s reserves that are 
in the Middle East. 

Does that mean anything, or not? 

Mr. Hoover. I have heard a figure of two-thirds, but it would have 
to be a guess, Senator. There is no other way. 

I want to point out one thing. Those are the known and proven oil 
reserves in the world. 

Senator Fursrieut. That is right. 

Mr. Hoover. What the total may be, we have no idea. 

Senator Futsricnt. Well, I did not mean what is not proven. Do 
you have any estimate on what is proven ? 

Mr. Hoover. No; because from a technical standpoint, in the United 
States when one finds an oil field, he goes out and develops the oil 
field quite thoroughly out to all of its limits, and therefore you can 
make an estimate, or a fairly accurate estimate, of the total amount of 
oil that is going to be ultimately recovered from the field. 

In the Middle East, those fields are very large, and all they have 
done so far is to drill a few wells, apparently, at what they think is 
near the middle of the field. What the limits of the field may be 
laterally, in many cases they have no conception, nor do they know 
whether there are further horizons beneath those from which they are 
now producing. 

Senator Futsrient. Is it fair to say it is substantially greater than 
the reserves of the United States? 

Mr. Hoover. Yes; I think that would be a fair statement. 


INCOME FROM OIL IN THE MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Futsricut. Can you give any indication of how much in- 
come is presently derived from the oil? You gave it for Iran. Can 
you tell us what was the income from oil in 1955, 1956, or 1957, in the 
area of the Middle East? 

Mr. Hoover. No; I wouldn’t want to, Senator. That material 
could be had for you, I know, very easily. It is in many published 
sources. 

Senator Futsrieut. Iran is by no means the largest, is it? 

Mr. Hoover. No. They roughly are divided into four more or less 
equal areas: Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Iraq. 

Now, they vary from the median by 25 pecrans plus, or 5 or 10 

ercent minus, depending on the countries, but it is roughly divided 
into 4 parts. 
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Senator Futsricut. I saw in one statement the other day that in 
1956, I believe it was, the income was $880 million to the Middle 
Eastern States. i 

Mr. Hoover. I would think that would be about right as an order 
of magnitude, but as to the exact figure, I can’t give it to you. _ 

Senator Fursricut. I noticed your figures show a very large in- 
crease in revenues: in 1955, itewas $88 million; in 1956, $150 million; 
and in 1957, estimated, $200 million. 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. : 

Senator Fursrienr. Why is that? Is there an increase in price? 


RESUMPTION OF IRANIAN PRODUCTION 


Mr. Hoover. No. At the end of 1954, I think December if my 
memory is correct, Iran started at zero because it had been shut down 
for 3 years. 

Senator Fusricut. I see. 

Mr. Hoover. Iran had all the problems of going back into opera- 
tion. But, what is more important and what I think underlies the 
whole Iranian oil operation, is that today it is not a matter of oil 
production or sources of oil; it is primarily a matter of where the 
markets for oil exist. 

The big problem that we had with Iran in getting it back on its 
feet again was to find someplace where its oil could go, its historic 
markets, and to fit its marketing in with that of all of the other coun- 
tries in the Middle East. That was one of the most difficult problems 
that existed at that time. 

All of those countries, of course, want to have the maximum output 
of oil they can get, because it means the maximum revenue for them- 
selves. Our problem was to find some way in which it was possible to 
get Iranian oil back into Europe, which is the historic market for 
Iranian oil. 

There were two alternatives. One of them was to cut back on other 
countries in the Middle East and make room for Iranian oil; the 
other was to await the period of growth so that Iranian oil could take 
up the growth factor in most of the European markets. 

Neither one of those was satisfactory by itself in order to achieve the 
objective of giving Iran within 2 or 8 or 4 years a reasonable level of 
output again. Therefore, it had to be a combination of the two. 

There was some cutback, I think, in some of the countries in the 
Middle East, and, in effect, Iran took up the annual growth factor 
generally in world markets. 

That growth factor, of course, is much bigger in Europe than it is 
in the United States. European consumption has been increasing by 
a factor of about 14 percent a year over the last 5 or 6 years, or since 
the war; as against the United States growth or increase of about 
6 or 7 percent. That is due very largely to a dropping off of coal as 
an industrial fuel and an increase of oil in the case of Europe. 

The United States was over that hump, and we are up into a more 
nearly annual growth factor proportionate to our industrial expan- 
sion. 

INCREASING DEMAND FOR OIL 


Senator Futsricnart. Is it fair to say, then, that there will be a con- 
tinuing increase in the market for oil in Europe? 
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Mr. Hoover. I would think so, with one possible exception: Of 
course, that is just conjecture for the future, but people very obviously, 
as a result of the stoppage of the Suez Canal and of the pipelines, are 
going to think twice before they keep themselves committed to a com- 

lete oil economy in those countries. It would be, as I say, just con- 
jecture today as to whether they would go down the route of using 
coal, or whether they would go down the route of atomic energy, or 
whether they would go down the route, perhaps, of diversifying oil 
sources from other parts of the world. These would be sources which 
could not easily be disrupted by another series of events in the area 
of the canal or the pipelines. 


ANTICIPATED INCOME FROM OIL 


Senator Futsricut. I agree that if there is no stability and peace in 
the area, it will be difficult to realize the income which is anticipated, 
but assuming that there is a reopening of the Suez and some degree of 
stability brought about there, can you anticipate from a billion dollars 
up to a billion and a half in income within the next 10 years. Would 
that be a fair estimate if there is peace? 

Mr. Hoover. Well, I think that would be probably a reasonable as- 
sumption. But again, you have so many factors coming in. 

One other point, if I might interject, Senator, and that is, we are 
speaking of dollars here. It should be borne in mind that most of this 
trade is done in the currency of those countries which ultimately con- 
sume the oil, and that a minimum amount of it probably is actually 
in terms of hard currency dollars; it is in terms of sterling and guilders 
and francs and deutschemarks, and almost every known currency in 
Europe. That presents a very large problem to those countries, in 
turn affecting their balance of payments with the producing countries. 

Senator Furprieut. Yes. 

As I understand it, these are figures which are used to give some idea 
of the volume of oil rather than the fact that it is in dollars. I think 
most of this is in European currencies. 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. 

Senator Futsrientr. The point I was really coming to is that there 
is a substantial income in this area which, if it could be properly used, 
conte support a very large financing operation in the area, could it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Hoover. Mr. Chairman, might I go off the record for a moment 
to discuss this? 

Chairman Green. Yes, if you will tell us when you come on again. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Green. Back on the record again. 

Senator Fursricut. This is the point I was trying to make. It 
seems to me that we are asked now, and I anticipate we will be asked 
later, to appropriate rather substantial sums for grant aid in this area. 
While it is undeveloped or underdeveloped in an industrial sense, yet 
it has this extremely valuable asset. 


USING OIL REVENUES FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
It seems to me that we shouldn’t overlook trying to find a way to 


finance the growth and improvement or development of this area out 
of their own funds, rather than contributing our funds for it. 
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There may be war, the Suez may be closed, and the Middle East 
countries may not sell their oil, but if that is true, a lot of other things 
are going to be happening, too. If there is a resonable peace, it 
looks to me as though there may be in 10 years some $15 billion income 
in that area, and in all fairness I think some way should be found to 
use that for their development rather than American taxpayers’ 
money. — 

[ Deleted. | 

Mr. Hoover. However, the other countries are in an extremely dif- 
ficult situation. Our greatest trouble from the penetration of com- 
munism or the threat of communism is not so much in those countries 
at the moment who received oil income, but in certain of those who 
never have had oil income or who have had only the transit dues from 
pipelines, or things like the Suez Canal. 

Senator Futsricnt. Then you do not think it is practical to devote 
this income for their own development ? 

Mr. Hoover. I think they should put the maximum amount in de- 
velopment, and certainly we will use every possible endeavor and 
effort on our part to see that they do so. But to get one country that 
has a large oil revenue to devote part of those revenues to a country 
which does not have them, in the context of the Middle East and the 
politics of the Middle East, would be, I would think, certainly not 
possible in the foreseeable future. 

Deleted. ]} 

enator Fu.sricut. I was not necessarily meaning they would pay 
for it outright, but that they should use their money for development. 
The Arab Takgos is in the process of creating an Arab development 
organization. 


ALGERIAN OIL RESOURCES 


One last question: Are you familiar with the development or dis- 
covery of oil in the Sahara in the south of Algeria? 

Mr. Hoover. No, I have not followed that, Senator. I understand 
there has been a good deal of exploration. What results they have had, 
I am not familiar with. I think there have been one or two so-called 
discovery wells, but I do not believe any of them have been developed, 
nor is any of the oil finding its way to the market today. 

Senator Fuisrient. Have you heard any rumors that American oil 
companies are stirring up the Algerians to throw out the French? 

r. Hoover. I would say there is absolutely no truth to that. Ihave 
never seen anything in any intelligence or other reports that such was 
the case. 

Senator Futsricut. You have heard the rumors? 

Mr. Hoover. No, I haven’t even heard the rumors. 

Senator Futsricut.. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Would you like to ask some questions, Senator 
Symington? 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Chairman, I had no particular question in 
mind. 

I would like to thank Mr. Hoover for giving me the clearest picture 
I have heard yet on the Mideast situation with respect to oil, and I 
am very much junior on this committee. 

I thank the Chair for his kindness, but I would just as leave listen. 

I have no questions at this time to ask, sir. 
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Chairman Green. Senator Mansfield? 

Senator Mansrretp. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions, but I want 
to take this opportunity to commend Mr. Hoover for coming up here 
this afternoon and answering the questions which have been placed 
before him, both in writing and in person. 

I also want to take this opportunity to commend Mr. Hoover for 
doing an exceedingly good job as Under Secretary of State, to assure 
him that I appreciate his cooperation and the service he has rendered 
to this committee in his 314 years in office, and to tell him that many of 
us will miss him. But we wish him and his family well, and we hope 
he has a chance to visit once again with his grandchildren and get 
acquainted with them. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hoover. Could I comment for just a moment, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Green. Yes, certainly, Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. Hoover. If I could thank Senator Mansfield very deeply, and 
also to say that I want to thank the committee for its aaemaiee 
the many times I have been here, and I am most thankful for their 
consideration toward me. 

For the record, also, I have three grandchildren that I have never 
yet seen. Three of them are a year old or more. 

Chairman Green. Have you any questions? 


SHALE OIL RESOURCES IN THE UNITED STATES 


Senator Srennis. Very briefly. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank Mr. Hoover, too, for what he said 
about the situation, and I am even going to read it again in the record. 

I have heard discussion, Mr. Hoover, since this oil matter came 
up, about the use of our shale deposits in the Western United States. 

I do not know to what extent you are familiar with that, but would 
you give us part of that picture there? I hear reports that there are 
almost unlimited deposits there for supplies of oil for this country for 
a long time, and then I hear it disputed ; and it does have a bearing on 
this question here about the production of the oil in the Middle East 
area, a matter that I am certainly concerned about. 

Mr. Hoover. Senator, I used to be familiar with that. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. Hoover. I haven’t heard about it for the last 3 years, so I can 
only give you the situation as it was then. 

Sealer STENNIS. Yes. 

Mr. Hoover. The shale oil reserves are extremely large. I have 
heard figures of 100 to 200, 300 years of reserves in the future, if we 
wanted to use them. 

But two facts stand out: First, that the development cost in terms 
of the capital outlay necessary to bring them into production is very, 
very much greater, a factor of 2 or 3 or 4 times as much, per barrel of 
recoverable oil, as is the case with normal petroleum deposits. This is 
because they have to be mined by hard-rock methods, hauled to a 
processing plant, and finally the oil baked out of them. 

So that the cost of that oil is going to be substantially greater than 
the cost of present oil. I have heard figures anywhere from 3 or 4 
cents, ultimately, per gallon of gasoline, up to as much as 10 cents a 
gallon of gasoline. 
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Senator Stennis. Additional cost? 

Mr. Hoover. Probably it lies in between—additional cost over 
what we are now paying for gasoline. I would think it would be a 
matter of simply straight-out economics that, when oil possibly gets 
scarce in the United States, if the price were to go up by obeying the 
normal laws of supply and demand, it would get to the point where it 
would be possible to supply oil from that source. 

In the meantime, I know experimental work is going on, improved 
methods on a pilot plant scale. I think everything is being done that 
can be done, both governmentally—the Bureau of Mines has been quite 
active, I think, in that operation, as well as private companies. 

Senator Stennis. We have experiments going on now by the Bureau 
of Mines and by private industry ? 

Mr. Hoover. That was 3 years ago, and I would think it is still 
going on now. 

Senator Srennis. Thank you, sir. 

That is all. 

Chairman Green. Is that all, Mr. Stennis? 

Senator Srennis. That is all. 

Chairman Green. Senator Smith? 


ALGERIAN SITUATION 


Senator Smrrxu of New Jersey. Yesterday at our public hearing, the 
charge was made—I forget by which witness—that the French people 
are thinking that American oil companies were stirring up this Al- 
gerian revert 

I understood you to say there was no truth in that at all. Would 

ou develop that further? You ought to have sources of information. 
Why are those rumors so persistent ? 

Mr. Hoover. I would think many of those rumors are spread by 
those people who would not wish us or the French any good. If I 
were a Communist, and I wanted to stir up trouble between us and the 
French, that would be a good way of stirring up trouble. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. You think that would be the origin ? 

Mr. Hoover. I would think that would be the case. As I remember 
it, and I have to trust entirely on my memory, that exploration in 
Algeria was carried out on a bid basis between all companies who 
wanted to go in under a regular legal method which had been de- 
veloped for participating in exploration. I think there were com- 

anies of many countries that went into that. I believe that the 

rench company, however—the one that is owned in substantial part 
by the French Government—had some kind of a prior option on all 
territory. It was only that part which it did not wish that other com- 
panies were permitted to enter. 

So certainly the French had the first crack at it. 


THE IRANIAN OIL CRISIS 


Senator Smirn of New Jersey. I am very glad to hear that, because 
the charge seemed to be somewhat disturbing. 

I want to go back a little bit, Mr. Hoover. When you first went to 
Tran, what was the chief problem that you had to meet? Was it the 
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competition between various companies for oil? Was it Mossadegh’s 
attitude? You seemed to solve the difficulties there so successfully. 

Mr. Hoover. I would want to think that over before I talked of all 
the difficulties, because there were a great many. 

To answer just offhand, I would say possibly these were the main 
difficulties: First, and this may sound strange, but it was completely 
true, one of the greatest difficulties we had that was resolved success- 
fully was to get the companies who did participate in the Iranian 
consortium to do so. Every one of the companies that was there 
already had fully developed oil-producing facilities in the Middle 
East in other countries. And it meant that any oil which they pro- 
duced or marketed from Iran would mean there be just that much less 
oil which would be produced from areas they were already happily 
located in with other governments. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. They were troubled at the time with 
overproduction in various parts of the world, as well as in this area, 
and they were trying to stabilize production ? 

Mr. Hoover. However, the only marketing outlet that there was for 
that oil was through the established channels, ultimately leading to the 
gasoline stations on street corners all over the world, where the very 
companies which ultimately came in were involved. One of the prob- 
lems was in having those companies participate in the Iranian con- 
sortium. 

That is a matter which I think has been misconstrued. It was not 
a case in which these companies wanted to goin. It was a case where 
we believed it was to our national security interests that they should 
come in. We felt unquestionably, as shown in this report—I refer to 
the Judiciary Committee report—that it was in the security interests 
of the United States that oil from Iran should be marketed through 
normal channels. The companies accepted this consideration. 

Senator Smirx of New Jersey. Do you feel that the condition now 
is to the advantage of the United States? The oil should be marketed, 
and the Suez crisis put a stop to that? Is that part of our present 
trouble? 

Mr. Hoover. Certainly. Iran has come back from a point where it 
was on the absolute verge of becoming a satellite of the Soviet Union, 
to the point where it is a'strong, independent, sovereign state, and that 
is because Iran now has an assured source of income, and it is one of 
the industries they can count on. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. We have had a very active part in 
bringing that about? 

Mr. Hoover. Yes, sir. The United States Government participated 
in the operation only by using its good offices to bring a solution about. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. It has meant a “good offices” proposi- 
tion, and not a lot of profits to specific persons. 

Mr. Hoover. You were asking for difficulties—one other difficulty 
was, in this case, as in so many others, the involvement of the prestige 
of nations. This is the most emotional factor that one can deal with. 
In arriving at a solution, it became a matter of reconciling the emo- 
tions of peoples and of governments, rather than basically of resolving 
any financial factors. It took a long time. 

| Deleted. } 
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Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Do you feel that the present situa- 
tion indicates, then, a continuance of that peaceful approach ? 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. Iran and Great Britain have very good rela- 
tions with each other, and a very full understanding. At the time we 
undertook that job, of course, the British and the Iranian Govern- 
ments had broken off diplomatic relations. We had to bring about a 
reconciliation, diplomatic recognition, and exchanges of diplomatic 
missions, before even we could get down to discussing details of a 


settlement. 
EFFECT OF PENDING RESOLUTION 


Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Do you think the pending resolution 
which this joint committee is considering now will be an important 
factor in maintaining that stability ? 

Mr. Hoover. I do, very much. You are speaking of Iran—I think 
it is fully pertinent to our national security interests to see that Iran 
remains out from under the Russian orbit. I think the resolution 
would have a very great effect in the case of Iran, as I do in many 
other countries in that area. 

Senator Smirx of New Jersey. We cannot foresee today where 
trouble will break out, if it does break out, in the area. Could that 
be said to be the reason why the President, through the Secretary of 
State, feels we should have a flexible fund? Is that correct? 

Mr. Hoover. It is going to be necessary, if events take place of one 
sort or another that we cannot foresee in advance, it is going to be 
necessary that we have the maximum possible flexibility to move in. 
I think it would have a twofold effect: One, a substantive one in 
areas where we may be able to move in and be helpful to them; and, 
another one, their feeling that we are there if necessary; that they 
don’t have to depend on Russia, because they can depend on us if the 
need should arise. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. The criticism has been made that 
we are giving very broad economic and military powers to the Presi- 
dent. Do you feel that we need to give that authority in advance 
for the President to act in the case of emergencies without coming 
back to Congress for consideration of any matter that may arise? 

Mr. Hoover. Ido. But I point out that as far as the economic part 
goes, as I understand the resolution as it is presently anticipated, 
that power which the President would have under this resolution 
would be no greater than he already has in terms of the funds in the 
President’s discretionary fund, known as sections 401 (a) and 401 (b) 
of the Mutual Security Act. 

Senator Sarrn of New Jersey. In other words, the provisions of 
section 3 of the resolution have made that clear. 

Mr. Hoover. It is my understanding that that is the intention, that 
there is no more or no less flexibility requested here than is already 
present in the section 401 of the Mutual Security Act, plus, I think, 
section 201 of the Appropriations Act, a slight modification there. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. That change has been embodied in 
the resolution as approved by the House? 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. 

Senator Surrn of New Jersey. Then there is a very close relation- 
ship between the resolution which we are considering now and this 
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very difficult situation in the Middle East, especially with the danger 
of an attempt by Russia to take over this valuable area? 

Mr. Hoover. Very, very much. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. You think it has a direct bearing on 
the security of the United States? 

Mr. Hoover. Very direct. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Saltonstall, I believe you have a question. 

Senator SauronsTAuL. Just one question. 


PRESENT UNITED STATES COAL EXPORTS TO EUROPE 


Supplementing what Senator Fulbright said, Mr. Hoover, about 
Europe purchasing more oil in the years to come, it is true, is it not, 
at the present time that the exports of coal from the United States 
to Europe are the greatest they have been in a great many years? 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. 

Senator Satronstatu. And it is also true, is it not, that our coal 
eople believe that the future is sufficiently great so that there is at 
east one new steamship line being organized to carry that coal to 

Europe, organized half by the United Mine Workers and half by 
the steamship companies? Do you know if that is true or not? 

Mr. Hoover. No, I didn’t happen to know about that. 

Senator SaLTonsTaLu. So that the future growth of oil in Europe 
is perhaps limited by the confidence that the people have in that 
situation in the Middle East, and that their import of coal is building 
up as well as the oil. 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. However, most of the coal, it is my under- 
standing, that we send to them is for industrial processes which would 
not ordinarily be displaced by oil. In other words, there has to be 
very large coal production for the coal requirement in such indus- 
tries as steelmaking and others, and that the increase of petroleum 
use is through automobiles and through other uses which coal does 
not ordinarily compete with, so I would not see that the oil and 
the coal are necessarily in competition with each other. 

Senator SauronsTaLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Senator Knowland? 


APPRECIATION FOR WITNESS 


Senator KNow.anp. First, I want to say that I think Mr. Hoover 
has performed a service for the committee in clearing up the questions 
for the record which have been raised by Senator Langer. While 
they apparently have been cleared in the memorandum, they had 
not been made clear in the hearing at which they were raised by 
Senator Langer. 

I have no questions. I wish to say, as some other members of the 
committee have already stated, [ am glad, if for no other reason, 
that Mr. Hoover had a chance to appear before he leaves Washing- 
ton so that we might express our appreciation as members of this 
committee, which have conferred so closely with him during the 

eriod of time he has been Under Secretary, for the splendid job 
ie has done, the devotion to public service he has rendered, and the 
patriotism with which he has rendered that service to his Government 
during his service as Under Secretary of State. 
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I would not want this opportunity to pass without so expressing 
myself. 

Hensler Smitu of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
associate myself with the remarks just made by the Senator from 
California and the other gentlemen. 

Mr. Hoover. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Chairman Green. Senator Aiken ? 

Senator ArKEeN. I want to say I am sorry to see Mr. Hoover leave 
the State Department. Whenever he has appeared before this com- 
mittee, I have had the feeling he has given us the straight story in 
his testimony, and we could rely absolutely on what he told us. 


THE ALGERIAN SITUATION 


I would like to ask one question, though, and that is, has there been 
any representation to our Government that any of our oil companies 
have been furnishing arms to the Algerian natives? That seems to 
be disturbing them in France. 

Mr. Hoover. Yes, there have been rumors. 

Senator Arxen. I was wondering if there had been anything so far 
as to result in representations to our Government. 

Mr. Hoover. I am not familiar that any such representations have 
been made. I feel almost certain that they were not, for the reason 
that I can think of no more preposterous charge that could be made. 
Whether there have been inquiries to our diplomatic mission or Depart- 
ment of State, I cannot answer offhand. I would be glad to look into 
it. 

Senator Arken. I was wondering if the rumor resulted from the 
fact that we have companies over there which are working, as I un- 
derstand they are, and they might employ guards and give them arms 
to guard the property. 

Mr. Hoover. It might be sidearms, or something of that sort, but I 
would be very doubtful even of that, because nothing is more vulner- 
able for someone who wants to create an incident than a man who has 
a gun with him. 

Senator Arxen. If there were any substance to that rumor, our 
Government would be interested. 

Mr. Hoover. It has been the rule, according to my experience in 
exploration, not in the Middle East so much but in other areas, that 
the policy is almost never to arm nationals of the United States, but 
to request public protection, police protection, from the responsible 
authorities, often with an offer to compensate them for the help; never 
to employ guards who are not fully competent, supplied by the proper 
government agency. 


REOPENING OF SUEZ CANAL 


Senator Arken. Do you understand the Suez Canal would be open 
for some shipping within a month ? 
leted 


eleted. 
Soe Arxen. And will that begin to ease the oil shortage of 
Western Europe? 
Mr. Hoover. It will take a little while for that to take place, because 
the job of rerouting oil transport facilities is a very intricate one, 
and, just as it took a period to get shipping reorganized and going 
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around the Cape of Good Hope, so it probably will take some time 
before all the ships can be rerouted, or the ones that can get through 
the canal, to the point where they can go through and make use of it. 
Senator A1ken. Do you have any idea that the political situation in 

regard to the Suez will be met with adequately before the shipping 
begins ? 

r. Hoover. All I can say, Senator, is that there are an awful lot 
of people working awfully hard at it. 

enator ArkeN. I have no more questions. 


ANSWERS TO SENATOR LANGER’S QUESTIONS 


Chairman Green. Mr. Hoover, in the beginning I read a letter from 
Mr. Langer to myself, in which he spoke about wanting to have you 
here so that he could ask you certain questions. Do you feel that you 
have answered those questions? 

Mr. Hoover. I think that I have. You are referring particularly, 
Mr. Chairman, I think, to the testimony which was given by Mr. Dulles 
and the questions asked by Senator Langer on the date of January 15, 
I believe. 

Chairman Green. Yes. 

Mr. Hoover. To the best of our knowledge in the Department, we 
have answered all the questions he has raised. 

Chairman Green. You think in either one place or the other, you 
have answered them ? 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. 

Chairman Green. You still expect to leave tomorrow ? 

Mr. Hoover. If I could do one additional thing. I think it might 
be useful, if it was satisfactory to you, to have this letter of Secreta 
Dulles which is referred to in the subcommittee hearings of the Judi- 
ciary Committee placed in your record. We would be glad to furnish 
you a copy of that. 

Senator Know.anp. I so move, Mr. Chairman, that that be made 
a part of our record. 

Chairman Green. All in favor say “aye;” all against, “no.” 

It is agreed to. 

Mr. Hoover. This has a very complete reference to the entire Iranian 
operation, and it is short. 

Chairman Green. Would you give the exact reference? 

Mr. Hoover. It is the most concise statement that I believe exists 
here on the subject, and it also, incidentally, gives the division of 
ownership of the companies, which also answers the questions which 
Senator Pewee: asked. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


JULY 13, 1955. 
The Honorable EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CELLER: I have your letters, dated May 25 and June 28, in which 
you request the delivery of certain documents, hereafter mentioned, relating to 
the formation of the Iranian consortium. Following the subcommittee’s June 27 
meeting, at which Under Secretary Hoover discussed these documents, the ques- 
tion of their release was again carefully considered in the light of the cireum- 
stances surrounding the settlement cf the Iranian oil controversy. 

As you know, the dispute between the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. and the Iranian 
Government over the company’s oil concessions and the subsequent nationaliza- 
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tion of the oil properties by the Iranian Government resulted in the virtual cessa- 
tion of oil operations. As a consequence, Iran was deprived of its largest single 
source of income, and its whole economy was on the verge of disintegration. In 
addition to direct economic effects, there were other indirect but equally men- 
acing political results. Threatened with bankruptcy, the Iranian Government 
was vulnerable to the political machinations of a Communist conspiracy to seize 
power. During the years 1951-53, the power of this conspiracy grew rapidly 
until by 1953 Communist elements were merely biding their time while readying 
themselves for final seizure. 

Despite continuous endeavors by the United States to assist the disputants to 
find a common ground for a solution permitting the resumption of full-scale 
production, their positions actually grew further apart and more rigid. The 
Prime Minister of the time, Dr: Mosadeq, resisted all attempts to arrange a satis- 
factory agreement. On several occasions, when his demands appeared to be met, 
he blocked a settlement by simply erecting new and impossible conditions. At 
the same time, it became clear that he was primarily interested in using the 
dispute as a lever to increase his already great personal power over Iran. Be- 
cause responsible elements in Iran were increasingly unwilling to support the 
Mosadeq government in its unreasonable attitudes the Prime Minister tended 
more and more to rely on the growing strength of the Tudeh (Communist) Party 
to maintain himself in office. Quite obviously, this only increased the difficul- 
ties in seeking a settlement, since it was to the advantage of the Communists to 
prevent a solution. 

On October 22, 1952, the situation was made still more difficult by Mossadegh’s 
action in severing diplomatic relations with the British Government, which 
made it impossible for the participants to engage in direct negotiations. Mean- 
while, the Iranian Parliament grew increasingly hostile to Mossadegh’s drive to- 
ward dictatorship. In order to rid himself of this opposition, Mossadegh dis- 
solved the Parliament. To give some color of legality to this action he arranged 
for the conduct of a so-called referendum which was manipulated by force and 
chicanery so as to ratify the dissolution of parliament. 

Finally, in August 1953, Mossadegh took the final steps which confirmed his in- 
tention to rule as a dictator without regard for constitutional limits. On 
August 15 he was dismissed by an imperial decree which appointed General 
Zahedi as the new Prime Minister. Mossadegh refused to relinquish his office, 
caused the bearers of the decree to be arrested and, contrary to the constitution, 
used force to maintain himself in power, in which he was supported by the 
illegal Tudeh Party. Having dissolved the Parliament, reduced the courts to 
impotence and made a fraud of the electoral process, he now proposed to rule 
by personal fiat. 

There followed a period of 4 days of serious disorders during which steps 
were taken by Mossadegh’s cohorts, in collaboration with the Communists, to 
overthrow the monarchy. However, the revolting elements proceeded in such 
blunt fashion with the campaign to discredit and disgrace the monarchy that 
they produced a counterreaction in the form of a popular uprising against this 
effort to destroy the throne. The aroused people, assisted by loyal elements 
of the army, rose to defend the legitimate government of Prime Minister Za- 
hedi, and the Mossadegh regime was forced out. It should be noted that, although 
the Mossadegh government in effect defeated itself by its unreasonable and dicta- 
torial acts, Iran had been forced dangerously close to domination by the Com- 
munists and there is good reason to believe that had this popular revolt not 
taken place Iran would actually have fallen under Communist control within 
a matter of days. 

With the establishment of the Zahedi government, Iran had a vigorous non- 
Communist regime able and willing not only to take strong action against sub- 
version but to resume negotiations looking toward the reopening of the oil in- 
dustry. But, despite this encouraging change the practical problems involved 
in finding a suitable formula for settlement remained staggering. During the 
course of the previous 3 years, the participants to the dispute had moved into 
such rigidly incompatible positions that it was still impossible to agree on any 
simple bilateral solution. Various political, as well as commercial and legal, 
barriers remained between them. Emotions had been stirred to such a pitch 
that public acceptance of any solution seemed virtually impossible. 

The foregoing account is given in order to show the extraordinary situation 
which existed in Iran. In order to preserve Iran’s freedom and independence and 
to enable her to regain her rightful place in the free-world community, it was 
necessary to take extraordinary measures to settle the oil problem and thereby 
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to restore Iran’s national solvency. The Department of State regarded an oil 
settlement as essential to the interests of the United States and undertook to 
find a formula which would permit oil to move. 

As long ago as September 1952 the National Security Council had taken cog- 
nizance of the fundamental part played by the oil industry in Iranian stability, 
and on the basis of the Council’s recommendations at that time the President 
had determined that it should be United States policy to take the necessary meas- 
ures to help Iran start up its oil industry and also to help in securing markets for 
Iranian oil. On November 26, 1952, the President directed the Secretary of State 
urgently to engage in exploratory discussions to determine what type of actions 
would produce the desired result. In this connection the Secretary was specifi- 
cally instructed to investigate the possibility of one or more United States oil 
companies acting in cooperation with the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. to purchase and 
market Iranian oil. Exploratory discussions were held at several American 
companies. However, although the origin of the consortium idea may be traced 
back to this time, it was not possible immediately to implement the pian. In fact, 
it was not until almost a year later, after the Zahedi government had come to 
power in Iran, that it was possible to take action. 

Shortly after Zahedi assumed office, I requested Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr., to 
undertake preliminary investigations in an effort to find a suitable basis for set- 
tlement of this controversy. In seeking a basis for solution, there were several 
hard facts which had to be taken into account and which narrowly limited the 
actual field of possibilities. First, it was a fact that Iran had nationalized the 
oil properties and any practicable solution had to start from the assumption that 
henceforth legal title to the former concessionary properties would be vested in 
Iran. Second, it was equally certain that no proposal could work which did not 
make provision for compensation to the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. for the assets 
which had been nationalized. Third, it was necessary that any companies inter- 
ested in participating in the marketing of Iranian oil would have to have the 
facilities for taking and marketing large quantities of Iranian oil in the inter- 
national market, and would have to be acceptable to the other parties involved. 
Finally, it was necessary, from the United States point of view, that the way be 
left open for later participation by othe American oil companies. 

Therefore, within the limits imposed by these requirements and following the 
earlier directives of the National Security Council and the President, an outline 
plan was developed for the formation of a consortium of oil companies. The 
American companies were reluctant to participate in the absence of some official 
expression respecting their legal liabilities under the antitrust laws. The pre- 
liminary outline was sent to the NSC which approved it but asked for an opinion 
from the Attorney General as to its legality. In compliance with the NSC 
request, the Attorney General, on January 21, 1954, rendered an opinion stating 
that the proposed plan did not constitute a violation of American antitrust laws, 
nor create a violation of antitrust law not already existing. This opinion of 
nonviolation was expressly made subject to the reservation of all rights of the 
United States to continue to prosecute the action against the Standard Oil 
Company of New Jersey and others, then and now pending in the United States 
District Court for the Southern District of New York, Civil No. 86/27. The 
opinion also stated expressly that it did not extend to any other agreements or 
understandings involving any of the participating companies, other than the 
proposed plan hereinabove referred to, nor to marketing, distribution, further 
manufacture or transportation of petroleum or petroleum products, or any agree- 
ment or undrestanding relating thereto. A copy of the Attorney General’s 
opinion of January 21, 1954, is delivered to you herewith. The final agreement 
between the Government of Iran and the consortium, a copy of which has already 
been furnished to your committee, follows in essential particulars the proposed 
plan submitted by the NSC to the Attorney General, and which is referred to 
in his opinion. 

At the direction of the National Security Council, the Department of State 
communicated the Attorney General’s opinion to the American companies in- 
volved. Also, at the direction of the National Security Council, the Secretary 
of State advised the American companies that their participation in the proposed 
consortium would be in the national interest. 

The next day, on January 22, 1954, a meeting was held in the Department, 
attended by the leadership of both Houses of Congress at which there was full 
discussion of the decisions of the National Security Council, the nature of this 
plan, the Attorney General’s opinion with respect thereto, and the steps con- 
templated to carry it out. Those who attended the meeting included the Vice 
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President, Senators Knowland, Johnson, Wiley, Saltonstall, and George, and 
Representatives Rayburn, Martin, Priest, Halleck, and Short. Also present 
were Under Secretary of State Smith, Secretary of the Navy Anderson, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Radford, and Mr. Hoover. 

With these preparations completed, the next 6 months were devoted to assist- 
ing the parties to come to detailed agreements, first on the formation of the 
consortium itself, and then on the agreement with Iran. During the 3 preceding 
years of deadlock, bitter animosities had developed, uncompromising positions 
had been adopted and virulent political hatreds had been engendered. Unraveling 
this maze required Mr. Hoover to make many trips to London and Teheran. 
Meanwhile, Ambassador Loy Henderson was engaged in almost daily talks with 
the Iranian authorities in an effort to find solutions to equally sensitive problems. 

Later, on July 29, 1954, when the final oil agreement, based upon the forma- 
tion of the consortium, was approaching completion, another meeting with the 
leadership of Congress was held. 

The Attorney General was regularly kept informed of developments in the 
negotiations and was requested to provide further opinions on the agreement as 
completed. On September 15 and September 20, 1954, the Attorney General con- 
firmed, with respect to the final oil agreement, his opinion rendered on January 
21. Copies of these subsequent opinions, which were also communicated by the 
Department to the American companies involved, are delivered to you herewith. 
These opinions were given subject to the express reservation of all rights of the 
United States to continue to prosecute certain actions against some of the com- 
panies involved in the consortium. 

As a result of all these preparations, a consortium was organized which en- 
tered into agreement with the Government of Iran and the National Iranian Oil 
Co. As it was originally formed, the consortium included the following com- 
panies with the indicated proportions of shares: 


Percent 
The Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. (now the British Petroleum Co.) _.--._._____-__- 40 
5: American compenies (as follows) .....<-...—.<....-.--+..-.. phenaedsteuitaeney 40 
Gulf Oil Corp. 
Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Inc. 
Standard Oil Co. 
Standard Oil Company of California. 
The Texas Co. 
N. V. DeBataafsche Petroleum Maatschappij-—_...---.--_..._-__-.-.-_--_- 14 
epee erennne O08 TNTOlOS 6. sti che eee di arsiiienetmonsinen 6 
On April 28, 1955, 9 independent American companies acquired a 5 percent 


interest in the consortium by purchase from the original 5 participants. 

The solution finally achieved has fully justified the patient efforts made by this 
Government during the years 1951-54. Production in Iran is rapidly increasing 
toward the former level. Revenues are beginning to flow into the Iranian treas- 
ury, thereby helping the Government to regain solvency and to deal with the vast 
problems which earlier had contributed to the growth of the Communist organi- 
zation which nearly seized power. In turn, the burden of American assistance 
to Iran is being commeasurably lightened. Equally important is that the con- 
sortium formula provided a means whereby the delicate and difficult political 
and emotional factors connected with the former deadlock could be dealt with 
without requiring impossible concessions from either side. 

The agreements you request delivery of, consist of the following: (a) agree- 
ment between the consortium and the Government of Iran: (0) arrangements 
ancillary to and in implementation of the consortium agreement with Iran, 
contained in large part in exchange of letters; (c) agreements among participat- 
ing oil companies. 

With respect to (a), this has been made public and has been made available 
to the committee. 

With respect to the agreements identified in (b) and (c) above, I should like 
to make clear that this Government has made no commitment to any government 
or to the companies to refuse to divulge the contents of these documents. 

Although the United States Government is not a party to agreements (0) and 
(c), the foreign relations of the United States are involved. I have already 
referred to the delicate issues which were revealed during the course of the long 
dispute. ‘There is a danger that the exposure of these issues could again be used 
by irresponsible elements contrary to the interests of the United States and its 
allies. Furthermore, in addition to the various British, American, Dutch, and 
French business interests which are concerned, the Governments of Iran, Great 
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Britain, France, and the Netherlands are also deeply interested in the stability 
of the oil settlement. Following your request for these documents, it was ascer- 
tained that there was strong objection on the part of all of those foreign govern- 
ments to the disclosure of the various documents under the headings (b) and (c) 
above, relating to the oil settlement. These objections have as their basis the 
belief that the publication of these documents would almost certainly revive the 
former antagonisms and derogate from the benefits of the consortium formula. 
In view of these objections and their background, and the complications that 
might result in the operations of the Iranian oil industry were these documents 
to be made public, I believe that it would not be in the interest of the United 
States to divulge their contents at this time, since making them public would 
affect adversely the foreign relations of the United States. I wish, however, to 
rearffirm the Department’s desire to cooperate fully with your committee and, 
without adversely affecting our foreign relations, to assist the committee in all 
possible ways. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN FoOsteR DULLEs, 


Chairman Green. I wanted to feel satisfied that Senator Langer got 
all the information he would have gotten had he been here. 

Mr. Hoover. Yes. 

Chairman Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. Hoover. Thank you again, Senator. 

And again may I say I appreciate very much your allowing me to 
come up this afternoon and clear up some of these questions, and the 
consideration which you have shown to me. 

Chairman Green. It clarifies both your ideas and ours. 

If there are no further questions, we will adjourn now. 

(Whereupon, at 3:35 p. m., the committees adjourned, subject to 


call.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Fore1gN RELATIONS AND 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committees met pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m., in room 212, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Theodore Francis Green (chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations) presiding. 

Present : Senators Green, Fulbright, Morse, Kennedy, Wiley, Smith 
of New Jersey, and Knowland, of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

Senators Russell (chairman of the Committee on Armed Services), 
Byrd, Saltonstall, Smith of Maine, and Bush, of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Chairman Green. The meeting will please come to order. 

Beginning this morning, the Committee on Foreign Relations and 
the Committee on Armed Services jointly will hear a series of wit- 
nesses who have been asked by the joint committee to appear before it. 

This morning we are to hear Ambassador George Wadsworth, 
United States Ambassador to Saudi Arabia. We are also scheduled 
to hear former Ambassador Joseph C. Green, who was United States 
Ambassador to Jordan. 

At 2: 30 o’clock this afternoon we are scheduled to hear Ambassador 
Henry Byroade, who is presently our Ambassador to South Africa. 

In view of the fact we have scheduled these three Ambassadors to 
testify today, I am most hopeful that our questions can be short and 
to the point. 

Our sessions to hear these witnesses are executive. Unless there is 
objection, however, I will ask that each of our witnesses examine his 
testimony to delete from it any material which he believes should not 
be made public, so that the balance of his testimony may be made avail- 
able in our committee hearings. 

As stated before, the first witness is Ambassador Wadsworth. We 
are glad to hear you, Mr. Ambassador. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE WADSWORTH, UNITED STATES 
AMBASSADOR TO SAUDI ARABIA 


Mr. Wapswortu. I am very glad to be here, Senator. 

Chairman Green. I think for background, Mr. Ambassador, we 
might start off by hearing from you on the Saudi Arabian attitude 
toward the policy embodied in Senate Joint Resolution 19. 
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SAUDI ARABIAN ATTITUDE TOWARD RESOLUTION 


Mr. Wapswortu. Senator, King Saud came here to talk to our 
President in order to make up his mind as to just what his attitude 
is toward that resolution. I explained it to him informally off the 
record, as best I could, before we left Saudi Arabia on January 17. 

He has talked with the President privately. I hear, without know- 
ing what happened or transpired at that meeting with the President, 
from the levels that I work with in the Saudi delegation that he is 
very pleased with that conversation. 

But I cannot answer the question as to what the attitude is today. 


(Deleted. ] 
QUESTIONS RAISED AND ANSWERS GIVEN 


The first question was: 


Why do you, in this policy, offer to defend any country of the Near Bast which 
asks your help against Russian aggression only? Why not Zionist aggression? 
Why not against British and French aggression? We have just been having that. 
Why not against potential Turkish or Iraqi aggression against Syria? In fact, 
why not against any aggression? 

[ Deleted. ] 

The second question was regarding this “power vacuum,” of which 
you have heard so much said. 

[ Deleted. | 

With respect to aggression, I argued that this message, this policy, 
was focused primarily and solely against a threat of Russian aggres- 
sion, both from without and from within. 

I had to turn to my own experience in Turkey to explain my own 
ideas. I didn’t have a complete text of the message, and I had not 
seen the resolution itself. Still, I was being asked to explain the 
Eisenhower doctrine, which wasn’t too easy a task without turning to 
one’s own experience. 

I said, “I was not one of the architects of the Truman doctrine, but 
I was very close to those who were its architects in Washington in 
1946 and 1947.” 

I had the greatest opportunity of my career later, 3 years as Ambas- 
sador in Turkey, 1949, 1950, and 1951, to be a tool, an implement, of 
the Truman doctrine. And as I read the general terminology of this 
new message, as I heard the United Press comment on it, which was 
again the only comment I had [deleted], I said, “It seems to me there 
is a close parallel between the two situations and between the approach 
that my Government is proposing to take toward the present situation 
and the threat which we see in this situation.” 

Then 10 years ago it was that we would help any like-minded 
people who asked our help to resist external aggression or internal 
subversion, if they asked our help and if we felt we could give it, and 
if it was to the interests of the United States to give it. 

And so we asked the Congress for $150 million, wasn’t it, that first 
year in 1947. Now I see that we are asking for a transfer of $200 mil- 
lion to get a new program started. 

The earlier program must have cost us 3 or more billion dollars | 
before we got through with it—2 in Greece and 1 in Turkey. | 

I mentioned that because I felt that it was well to indicate that if, 
as I believed, there was a true threat to the Near East, again, as there 
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was clearly in 1946-47, we would, with the approval of Congress, try 
our best to meet it again as we had so effectively met it in 1947 and 
the ensuing years. 

That, in substance, was the burden of my explanation, with a view 
to creating interest and some support in principle, at least, for the 
policy of my Government. 

As to the power-vacuum side, I said it seemed to me quite clear 
that we didn’t want to move into it unless we were asked, as we had 
been asked to do in 1947. 

Again, I argued that it was not a power vacuum that we were talk- 
ing about. It was, rather, a power deficit in an immediately threaten- 
ing situation. 

Deleted. | 

The Northern Tier is a reasonable military and strategic concept. 
It is Mr. Dulles’ term, the “Northern Tier.” If Russia is to be stopped 
by force from entering the Near East, strategically the best line is 
the line of the Caucasus, and then the Zagros Mountains down through 
Persia. That he accepts. 

[ Deleted. ] 

To bring that thought into what I have been saying as to the filling 
of the so-called power vacuum, I argued, [deleted] “We offer by this 
new policy, if you want us to help, to fill whatever part of it is left, if 
we can.” 

I believe that that discussion was useful, Senator. I did not answer 
all the questions, but certainly I created a sympathetic interest rather 
than the carping criticisms which you have probably had brought to 
your attention as having been published in much of the Arabic press 
throughout the Near East. 

His Majesty King Saud has come here sympathetically inclined to 
hear from our President, Mr. Chairman, just what he means by this 
doctrine, and I think that from what I hear on the lower level, they 
are getting on fine in understanding each other. 

By way of an opening statement, Senator, as well as by answer to 
your question, I have let myself go that far. 


CHANGING CONDITIONS IN SAUDI ARABIA 


Chairman GREEN. 

Do you anticipate any change in the policy of either nation toward 
the other as a result of these meetings? 

Mr. WapswortH. What I am hoping is that it will just be a strength- 
ening of the relationship which has existed for the last 12 years. It 
had its origin, of course, further back than that, some 20 years ago, 
when Americans were given the oil concession. 

Chairman Green. Are you looking forward to any change in the 
social or economic conditions in Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. WapsworTH. Yes. We are seeing them almost daily. I doubt 
= a is any country in the world which is changing as fast as Saudi 
Arabia. 

Chairman Green. In what direction are the changes, and what do 
you anticipate the result will be, politically ? 

Mr. Wavswortu. There are very little changes yet in the political 
structure of the country, Senator. 








638 THE PRHSIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


The change is coming on the economic side, call it a socio-economic 
side. It is the result of the increasin ly large income from oil, Put 
it this way: it was only 12 years ago that the oil company for the first 
time produced.a million tons of oil in a year. Last year they produced 
50 million tons. Over the intervening 12 years, then, the increase has 
been on an average of 4 million tons a year. 

We talk tons a year. You talk barrels a day. Fifty million tons a 
year is the equivalent of one million barrels of oil a day. 


OTL PROFITS AND TAXES 


The finances of Saudi Arabia today are very easily described, as 
follows: It costs about 40 cents to produce a barrel of oil; and it is 
sold for $2 f. o. b. tanker Ras at Tannura, a little more when it goes 
through the pipeline to the Mediterranean, on a cost basis of trans- 
portation only there. 

So that on every barrel of oil produced there is $1.60 profit. That 
en is divided 50-50 between the oil company, Aramco, and the 

audi Government. 

In the same way that the volume of oil has gone up in these last 12 
years, so the revenue from the oil has gone up to the point where this 
ast year the revenue from the oil was about $600 million divided 
50-50, $300 million to the company, and $300 million to the Saudi 
Government. 

I might, before going on to the Saudi side, say that I sometimes 
feel, with the oil companies, that you are a little unsympathetic, in 
your hearings, to their interests. They tell me that the take of our 

reasury out of that $300 million that they make out of this perhaps 
most successful of all their ventures, is about a hundred million, 
perhaps a fraction more. It depends upon the brackets that some 
of you are in who hold the stock of the parent. companies. 

But out of this venture in Saudi Arabia, the American Treasury 
gets about a hundred million dollars a year in taxes now. That is, I 
suggest, a Government interest that warrants protection on our part. 

But to get back to the Saudi budget side of things, they also have 
minor taxes, customs, an embryonic income tax that they are just 
bringing in, and a century-old religious tax called the zakat, which 
every man must pay as his religious duty. 





OTHER REVENUE SOURCES 


The total of all other sources of revenue were, last year, according 
to the Minister of Finance, about $50 million. 

He will tell you that this income is divided roughly three ways on 
the expenditure side of the budget: One-third for defense, one-third 
for development projects, and the third third to run the government. 

Actually, the third third is a bit larger when you get into details, 
because it carries with it certain special payments on political projects. 
The King is, as you read in every editorial, the absolute ruler of his 
country. [Deleted.] I would like to give you an example. 


ONASSIS CONTRACT DISPUTE 


You remember the Onassis contract dispute which we had 3 years 
ago in Saudi Arabia. Onassis, perhaps the No. 1 individual oil tanker 
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operator in the world, concluded with the former Minister of Finance 
an agreement under which it seemed he might eventually acquire the 
exclusive right to carry away all the oil produced in Saudi Arabia. 

Our Government, every maritime government in the world, OKEC 
special] committees, rose in horror at such a thought. The right of the 
buyer to choose his carrier and the concessionary rights of Aramco, 
which included the exclusive right to export the oil, seemed violated. 

The answer of the Saudi Government was quite simple: “But what 
international undertaking have we violated? If you can show us that 
we have violated any international undertaking, we will correct it 
at once.” 

It was a very complicated problem, which Aramco and the Saudi 
Government agreed to submit to arbitration, where it has been ever 
since. I think we will be having the arbitral finding rather soon. 

Now, in the midst of all this, [deleted.] I was directed to go to see 
King Saud about a particular facet of this problem. 

[ Deleted. ] 

I said in substance, “Your Majesty, I have come, as you know, with 
respect to one facet of the Onassis agreement. Let me explain it this 
way: We have the largest and most powerful fleet that has ever sailed 
the seas of the world in the Pacific. Our Navy buys a large propor- 
tion of the oil that that fleet uses from Aramco. Our Navy tankers 
and tankers chartered by our Navy carry off the largest single lot of 
oil which is bought from your country.” 

[ Deleted. ] 

“In short, Your Majesty, what we ask is that our Navy tankers may 
continue to come to Ras at Tannura and carry off oil for our fleet freely 
to the Pacific as in the past.” 

His Majesty heard me through, then turned to his counselors and 
said, “The Ambassador is quite right in bringing this matter to my 
attention.” He said, “Mr. Ambassador, I thank you. Tell your Gov- 
ernment that your Navy tankers may come as in the past, irrespective 
of this agreement, and carry oil to your fleet in the Pacific.” 

I asked myself how many months it would have taken our National 
Security Council to come up with a decision on a question like that. 

It is an example of the ease, if you will, of dealing with an absolute 
monarch, of his absolute authority. 


KING SAUD’S AUTHORITY 


Now, that authority, Senator, is limited, restricted, controlled, “de- 
fined” is the word I am looking for, quite as closely as the authority of 
any executive agency in our land here. It is defined by the Holy Law 
of Islam, the Sharia, which is the law based on the Koran itself, and 
on the sayings of the Prophet. 

The Sharia is clear in its charge to the ruler that he must rule in 
the interests of his people. He must rule in accordance with the law. 
He must consult with the wise men of his realm. He must seek peace 
in relations between his country and others, between tlie various social 
groups within his own people. 


KING SAUD’S AMBITIONS 


That leads me, if I may, to give you another basic consideration 
about this underdeveloped country emerging, as is often said, from 
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the Middle Ages more rapidly than any country has ever come, be- 
cause of this flow of gold, of dollars. 

The King is, as I analyze him, 8 persons in 1, and he has 3 ambi- 
tions, primary ambitions, which are interrelated but not each depend- 
ent on one of those personalities. These are: The welfare of his people, 
of the Arabs, and of Islam. 

In the t heartland of the desert, the Nejd, which his ancestors 
have ruled for 250 years, he is the Shaikh el Shiyukh, the Shaikh of 
Shaiks, like King of Kings, Shah in Shah, Negus Negusi. It is a 
— feudal system, as were the systems that gave rise to these other 
titles. 

There are centuries-old feudal loyalties and responsibilities that 
form this pyramid to the top where the Shaikh of Shaiks, King of 
Nejd, is at the pinnacle. King Saud knows his people, he was trained 
in their ways by his father, the greatest ruler of recent centuries among 
the Arabs. He is the kind of a king they want. His throne is secure, 
first, by virtue of the respect of this integrated social structure of the 
desert and, secondly, by virtue of the fact that he is the leader of their 
puritanical sectarianism known as Wahabism. 

Two and a half centuries ago, this remarkable evangelist, Mohamed 
ibn Abdul-Wahhab, preached a strict, puritanical return to the teach- 
ings of the Prophet. At that same time, one of King Saud’s ancestors 
came to the throne of the heartland of Nejd. The temporal and the 
spiritual power came together at that time, and it has been together 
ever since, with ups and downs. 

You have had there a strict adherence to a puritanical sectarianism 
that I sometimes think makes our New England ancestors look like 
reformists. 

So much for the desert and the great tribal system which must con- 
tinue to be tribal because economically you cannot produce anything in 
the country which would let them be other than nomad and semisettled 
in the hundreds of minor oases that are scattered through this desert. 

Chairman Green. We are very grateful for this general picture, this 
background you have given us of the sort of country we have to deal 
with and the ruler. 

I think we have some specific questions we would like to ask, and I 
will call on Senator Russell. 

Senator Russetz. Mr. Wadsworth, in addition to being Ambassador 
to Saudi Arabia, I believe you are also Ambassador to Yemen. 

Mr. WapswortH. I am Minister to Yemen, Senator. 

Senator Russett. Minister to Yemen. 

Mr. Wapswortu. I go there once a year. 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SAUDI ARABIA AND YEMEN 


Senator Russetu. Is there any relationship in governmental terms 
between Yemen and Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. WapswortH. They are very close friends, as are their Kings. 
[Deleted.] They both belong to the Arab League, and—— 

Senator Russeuu. I mean, it is not a satellite of Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. Wapswortu. No. No, they are both quite separate and inde- 
pendent countries. 
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YEMEN’S RESOURCES 


Senator Russe.u. You go into some detail on the resources of Saudi 
Arabia. How about Yemen; do they have any large income in that 
country ¢ 

Mr. Wapsworru. It is quite a different type of country. It isa high 
land, averaging some 5,000 feet in altitude. It catches the rains of the 
monsoon season, and is beautifully green as compared with these 
hundreds of miles of desert that you fly over without seeing a blade of 
anything green in Saudi Arabia. 

Its resources, then, are agricultural. If it had roads and technical 
assistance, it could certainly raise its own standard of living by pro- 
ducing more and exporting. 

Perhaps you are referring to mineral resources, and to the Yemen 
Development Corp., which has been organized in New York, and which 
has a concession for the exploration of the coastal territory of Yemen. 
Our latest information is that there are some encouraging spots, some 
salt domes here and there, but that there is no indication of any great 
wealth of oi] such as is found in Saudi Arabia. 


ARMS OBTAINED BY YEMEN FROM RUSSIA 


Senator RusseLtyt, When did you first become aware of the fact that 
Yemen was importing arms from the Soviet countries ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. About the 1st of December. 

Senator Russe... Do you have any idea of the size of those imports ¢ 

Mr. WapswortH. My information is that one small Russian ship 
came to the port of Salif, which is a little north of Hodeida which is 
the main port on the Red Sea coast of Yemen, and unloaded a cargo. 
In that cargo, there were some 50 small antiaircraft guns. I have 
had various reports to bear out that figure. [ Deleted. ] 

We have other reports that there were small arms and other ammu- 
nition unloaded there. Those also seem confirmed. 

Now. there have been other reports, Senator, which I have not been 
able to confirm, that there were crates that appeared to contain 
aircraft. 

Senator Russe. Do you know how Yemen paid Russia for these 
arms? Do you think they had adequate resources to do it, or whether 
King Saud helped them in any way finance these shipments? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. I would speculate that they haven’t paid for them, 
but that they have agreed to pay for them under an economic agree- 
ment of sorts which was concluded when the Crown Prince of Yemen 
visited Moscow, East Germany, and Czechoslovakia last summer. 


YEMEN-ADEN CONFLICT 


Senator Russet. Do you have any information that would enable 
you to form an opinion as to who is at fault for the fighting there 
between the British and their protectorate, and the people of Yemen 
and the Government of Yemen, as to whether this is just a part of 
the Arab drive to force the British completely out of this area, or 
whether they really had any cause to attack Aden ? 


87080—57—pt. 2——3 
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Mr. Wapswortn. The British established a coaling station at Aden 
in 1839. In the course of the years that followed of the 19th century, 
they gradually established a special relationship with the tribes of 
the hinterland. To the east and the west today are the so-called 
eastern and western protectorates, Aden protectorates. 

The western protectorate is contiguous with Yemen. There is a 
frontier, and that frontier was established as a result of a treaty 
between the Ottoman Empire and Britain before the First World 
War—1911, I believe is the date. 

At that time, Yemen was a part of the Ottoman Empire, an un- 
willing part, for through the centuries there had been various revolts. 
Direct Ottoman rule had been rarely established, but there was a 
recognized continuing overlordship of the Ottoman sultans. 

Now, the Yemenis’ ruling family, which dates back, I believe, 27 
generations, claims to have never accepted the British position in 
the western protectorate of Aden, that is the southwestern corner of 
the peninsula. Today, Yemen is independent, and there is, and since 
the last war, there has been an increasing pressure in Yemen to pur- 
port. that those tribes and that that protectorate really constituted 

art of Yemen historically through the centuries. Geographically 
it is Yemen, they hold. They, therefore, do not recognize this Otto- 
man-British Treaty of 1911. 

The British, on the other hand, have attained their position through 
what is recognized in international law as quite proper procedures, so 
vou have a very definite conflict. 

Now, whenever Yemeni tribesmen pentrate into the west Aden 
protectorate or whenever there is any ferment for joining Yemen, the 
British call it subversion, or intervention, on the part of the Yemenis. 

As, however, the Yemenis claim the area to be their territory, 
whenever the British send their aircraft or troops to put down any 
such insurrection or border troubles, the Yemenis call that action 
aggression against Yemen. That is really what is happening today. 
Each is accusing the other of aggression. 

Senator Russetz. Well, they are doing more than that. They are 
shooting each other down there; are they not? 

Mr. WapswortnH. They have always done that off and on. I think 
it is today a little hotter than it has been for some years. 


RUSSIAN TECHNICAL MISSIONS IN YEMEN 


Senator RusseLy. To get away from historical background, I will 
ask you this specific question: Do you have any information that 
would indicate that the Russians have a mission or any of the Russian 
satellite powers have a mission in Yemen to teach those people how 
to use these antiaircraft guns and other weapons? 

Mr. Wapsworru. I have information that 1 Yemeni airplane 
they have, I think, 3 DC—3’s—went to Khartoum—— 

Senator Russet. The date is not important. 

Mr. Wapsworrn. Toward the end of November, perhaps, and 
brought over a group of Czech technicians, Czech technicians who 
had been working in Egypt with Czech arms there; and that a second 
plane went to bring back another group of Czech technicians, but I 
have no proof that it actually brought this second group. 
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I also know that early in January a group, a small group, bearing 
Russian passports, went through Jidda on the way to Yemen, a 
group which is alleged to be a trade mission. 

That is all I can. tell you from precise knowledge. 


KING SAUD’S ATTITUDE TOWARD YEMEN-—BRITISH CONFLICTS 


Senator Russetn. Well, do you have any information or intelli- 
gence that would enable you to tell this committee as to whether or 
not King Saud has encouraged in any way the heightening of the 
hostilities between Yemen and the British in Aden? 

Mr. Wapvswortn. Senator, he will sympathize with the King of 
Yemen in his border troubles with the British because he, Saud, has 
his own border troubles with the British all the way from Buraimi 
in the east, along the whole southern fringe of his territory, because 
all along the southern coast of Arabia there is a special British 
position, first in the east Aden protectorate, and then in the Sultanate 
of Muscat and Oman. 

Yemen is the southwestern, and Oman-Muscat is the southeastern 
corner of the Arabian Peninsula. In Oman-Museat and all along the 
intervening southern coast the British have a special position, and 
there is no agreed frontier. The British—— 

Senator Russeiu. I was referring specifically to the frontier be- 
tween Yemen and the British. 

Mr. Wapswortn. Yes; that is right. 

I would think that King Saud, to answer your question again specif- 
ically, would sympathize with and, if he could, would help the tatikth 
of Yemen against the British, for the reason I gave. 

Senator Russexu. Yes, sir. 


POPULATION OF SAUDI ARABIA 


Now, I believe the best estimate we have is that there are about 
614 million people in Saudi Arabia. Is that approximately correct ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. We say 6, so as to hope that we are within a mil- 
lion of being correct. 

Senator Russerz. Well, I wasn’t too far wrong. 

Senator Futsricut. Would the Senator yield there just on that 
point ? 

The other night at dinner I talked to a man who is one of his 
counselors, and I said “6,” and he said, “Oh, no; it is 12 million.” 

Mr. Wapsworrn. I think he is speaking of the whole Arab Penin- 
sula, Senator. We say 10 asa round figure; they say 12. 

Senator Russetz. That would include Aden and Yemen, the whole 
of it; that would give you some idea. 

Senator Futsricut. Then you mean 6 million purely Sandi Arabian 
subjects ¢ 

Mr. Wanswortu. Right. It may be 7 or even more. 

Senator Russetx: I appreciate your helping me, Senator. 

Mr. Wapsworru. I have heard them estimate as high as 8. 
_ Senator Fursrienr. This was the counselor to the king. He said, 
“Oh, no; it is 12.” 

Senator Russerx. It is not the first time that kings have counted 


people in lands not under their control—in this case “Arabia irri- 
denta”—you might say. 








644 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT OF SAUDI ARABIA 


How much military establishment does King Saud have? 

Mr. Wapswortn. He has about 15,000 men in what he calls the 
regular army. They are organized into five infantry regiments, and 
a Royal Guard, which is another infantry regiment. 

Senator Russetu. He has no military air, I believe. 

Mr. Wapswortu. [ Deleted. | 

There are only about 300 in the Saudi Air Force, which acts as the 
air arm ofthe army. Their only planes are a score of small training 
planes, 3 or 4 DC-3 transport planes which they use as troop trans- 
ports and to drop parachutists, and 9 B-26’s which we have sold them 
in the course of the last 3 years. 

Senator Russetz. King Saud has purchased practically all of his 
arms from this country, has he not? 

Mr. Wapsworrn, Yes. The figures we have are some $18.5 million 
deliveries.. The figure spoken of is a round figure of $20 million, 
because certain items have been bought outside straight procurement 
through the United States Government. 


MILITARY AID TO SAUDI ARABIA 


Senator Russeiy. Have you advised any acceleration of military 
aid to King Saud in your conversations with the State Department ‘ 

Mr. Wapsworrn. Yes; over the last 3 years that I have been there, 
Senator. When I went to Saudi. Arabia 3 years ago, King Saud had 
just.come to the throne. His first request of our Government was to 
assist him in strengthening his army, both through the sale of equip- 
ment under a cash reimbursable aid agreement, wick had been signed 
in 1951, and in the strengthening of our military advisory training 
mission. 

| was instructed to say that we advised that a joint commission be 
established to draw up a plan, a program, for the strengthening of 
the armed forces, the object: of which would be the maintaining of 
internal security in the country in the sense that the army would be 
used as an effective armed constabulary. 

Secondly, to support the throne, which we believed should be sup- 
ported, as-it was a friendly throne to our country: 

And thirdly, to defend the country against any possible aggression 
from within the area, and so that it might contribute to area defense 
in the event of another world war. 

Now, it took us 2 years to draft what was called a 5-year plan for 
the expansion and strengthening of the armed forces. That has been 
vevised within the last few months, with the coming of a new Minister 
of Defense. It is today called a 4-year, 2-divisional plan, which would 
double the size of the army and strengthen the air force. 

| Deleted. | 

Senator Russett. Mr. Ambassador, in the event this resolution is 
passed and the President is granted the authority that is embraced 
in section. 3,,would you recommend any military assistance to Saudi 
Arabia on a grant basis ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. I would hope, Senator, that we could do so—I 
want, to explain the use of the term in a moment—as a quid pro quo 
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for the extension of the Dhahran Airfield agreement for another 
5 years. 

The King’s position is that it is to our mutual benefit that we should 
continue to use Dhahran Airfield. It is also to our mutual benefit, 
he argues, that we should assist him in strengthening his army. 

His position is as simple as this: “So you use my airfield, and you 
help me strengthen my army.” 

Senator Russert. Do you have any idea of the extent of the aid 
he expects to receive? ( 

Mr. Wapsworrn. Not as to what he is going to receive, Senator. 
What he would like would be for us to contribute as much as we can 
toward the strengthening of, toward the equipment of, his army. 

Let me take you back to that budget fora minute. It is $300 million. 

Senator Russet. Yes, I understood that. I followed that very 
closely. 

Mr. Wapswortn. With one-third for development. 

Senator Russeti. One-third for development, one-third for mili- 
tary, and the largest third of expense went for running the govern- 
ment and the expenses of the King’s family. I followed that very 
closely. 

Mr. Wapsworrn. That is right. Saudis often say, “We need every- 
thing in this country. We are not just underdeveloped, we are un- 
developed”—schools and hospitals and communications; roads, rail- 
ways, telephones—it is just everything that is needed. 

In so much as we could assist on the military side of Sandi Arabia, 
he will have more for the development side, or vice versa. 

Deleted. | 

enator Russetu. Well, as I take it then, you would recommend 
that we extend military and economic assistance to Saudi Arabia 
under the provisions of section 3 of the resolution ? 

Mr. WapswortH. I would rather it would be military, because I 
think that our interests lie primarily in that field. 

Senator Russety. It would have the effect of augmenting the in- 
come of King Saud and his government, either way you would add it. 


POSSIBILITY OF SAUDI ARABIA OBTAINING WORLD BANK LOANS 


Mr. WapswortnH. I would like to see them, on the economic side, 
turn to the World Bank. I have talked to President Black several 
times about that. He came to Saudi Arabia last summer and talked 
with the King and his Minister of Finance and others. Now the Min- 
ister of Finance has again met with Mr. Black here in Washington. 

I believe that Saudi Arabia is now going to apply for membership 
in the World Bank and in the International Monetary Fund. I 
believe that eee the bank, economic aid in the form of loans 
primarily for development projects can be best given the country. 

On the other hand, I have no objection to economic aid if you would 
prefer it to military aid. I think there ought to be something that 
we put into this common-interest pot. We have enjoyed the use of 
the Dhahran Airfield for 11 to 12 years now. 

Senator Russetu. That is not altogether unilateral. 

Mr. WapswortH, And we never paid a penny to the Saudi Govern- 
ment. 
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ae Russe. That is a great protection to King Saud, too, 
is it not 

Mr. Wapsworru. Yes, indeed. It is a common interest. As we 
have given aid to most of the countries of the world, and have never 
given one single penny to Saudi Arabia during all of these years, that 
we have used the airfield, Saudis have come to feel today, in the face 
of the new Russian threat, that they would like to see something con- 
crete, substantial, material, in the way of manifestation of American 
interest in continuing the relations, which are extremely good today. 

Senator Russet.. Well, heretofore in the general administration of 
our various and sundry aid programs, we have paid some attention to 
the need of the various countries that we were helping. Using the 
estimate you give of 6 million people in Saudi Arabia, and consider- 
ing the vast resources they have there, that is, on a per capita basis it 
is one of the richest countries in the world, is it not, Mr. Ambassador ? 

Mr. Wapswortn. No, it works out, I am told, at about $90 per 
capita income. 

Senator Russetu. I am talking about the oil that they have, the 
available resources. 

It would be possible for the king to borrow all of the money for his 
economic development, so that he would have ample money for the 
military out of his own income, if he saw fit to pursue that course. 


DOUBLING OIL PRODUCTION IN NEXT 10 YEARS 


Mr. Wapswortn. The future is immensely bright. The _ best 
studies that have been made, I think, are those of the Chase Man- 
hattan Bank, published last fall. They envisage for Saudi Arabia 
a doubling of oil production in the next 10 years. That would mean, 
in terms of money then, that the income from oil would increase quite 
regularly from $300 million today to $600 million 10 years from now. 

That would mean a net take in the next 10 years of some $4 billion. 
There is.no question but what Saudi Arabia, compared with other 
countries in that area, has money, cash money, dollar money. Today, 
about two-thirds of it is dollars; with an increasing production, the 
dollar percentage will go down, because more of the production will be 
sold to non-dollar-currency countries. 


SAUDI ARABIAN REJECTION OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


Senator Russeti. You say he is very anxious to have some tangible 
manifestation of our interest there in the way of either military or 
economic aid. That being the case, why did he reject any technical 
assistance, terminate any technical assistance, and refuse to let us help 
him along those lines? He just wants it in cash, does he not, in 
dollars? 

Mr. Wapsworru. That is one of the manifestations of how very 
different this country is from any other country of the Middle East. 

Senator Russeiy, They are not behind the others. 

Mr. Wapswortn. Let me explain, please, the key to that problem. 
I have worked with it in most of the Middle Eastern countries. 

I started forty-odd years ago as a teacher in the American University 
in Beirut. TI have grown up in these countries. In every one of them 
there is a group of men, well educated from our point of view, in west- 
ern system of education. 
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Now they, those of the western-educated group, understand us. 
Whether the Americans who go out there understand the Arabs or not 
is really beside the point in places like Pakistan, Greece, Turkey, Leb- 
anon, Egypt. Those peoples understand us and can work with us. 
Saudi Arabia, however, is the only place I have ever been where the 
Americans didn’t understand the Arabs and the Arabs didn’t under- 
stand the Americans, so the net result was that they just didn’t under- 
stand each other and it, point 4, just didn’t work. 

That is the simplest explanation I can give you of that. 

Senator Russeiy. Well, they understand the oil people all right, 
apparently. ‘They have been able to negotiate with them. I get peri- 
odically great illustrated documents from the oil companies. 

I think it is very illuminating, and I approve of what the Aramco 
is doing. They are doing a great deal on their own expense, estab- 
lishing clinics, schools, and things of that kind. 

Mr. Wapswortn. Right. 

Senator Russe.u. How do they get to understand these people, while 
we cannot find anybody in the Government who is able to administer 
a point 4 program in Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. Wapswortn. The oil company has done a magnificent job of 
public relations over a period of almost 20 years. 

Senator Russett. We probably could not employ oil people in the 
Government on account of the salary involved. 

Mr. Wapswortn. They put immense time and effort into it, immense 
study into it. They have some 14,000 Arab employees. Every year a 
larger percentage of those Arab employees have earned a higher indus- 
trial status, labor status. There are more Arabs in the higher paid 
groups of employees every year. 

It is the measure of Aramco’s success in its industrial relations. 

Now, our point 4 people came out there, and they tried to work as 
they had worked in other countries. They hadn’t the background of 
the experience of Aramco. They just didn’t understand what they 
were up against. 

It was the first year that I was there, of this new King, and the situ- 
ation hadn’t shaken down. There wasn’t a place for point 4 in Saudi 
Arabia that year. The Saudis didn’t know how to use point 4 and our 
point 4 people weren’t able, in turn, to show the Saudis what they could 
do for them. 

Our experts wrote a lot of reports; they were good reports. They 
are filed in the drawers of the several ministries. Some day or other 
these reports will all be pulled together and a development program 
will emerge. 

That is the vital need of the country today, and I think it is the 
World Bank which should do the job of an economic, financial survey, 
with a view to outlining and helping achieve a countrywide develop- 
ment program. 

Senator Russexu. I am still a little confused by it. I will read the 
record over, and maybe I will understand it. 

Mr. WapswortH. Please, may I have the question again? I do not 
want to be unclear, Senator. 

Senator Russeti. No, sir; I understand that. But it would seem 
to me that the Aramco people, if they were able to run their own 
program there with the vital stake they have, would have advised 
with us at least as to the operation of the point 4 program. 








648 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


The thing I could not understand is why their program, which is 
somewhat like what we were trying to do under point 4 except they 
finance it all, has been so successful, and King Saud found it neces- 
sary to invite our governmental mission out of the country when 
they were trying to do the same thing with public funds. 

Mr. WapswortH. I can add one point that may help you understand. 

They, the Saudis, had, of course, heard of our great “giveaway” 
program all over the world. 

Senator Russeiz. I think that news has penetrated even to the most 
remote areas of the world. 

Mr. WapswortH. When we proposed to send them a point 4 mis- 
sion, well, they had visions of great quantities of economic aid. All 
we sent them was technical assistance. It cost them more to support 
their side of that technical assistance program than we paid on our 
side. 

Well, that wasn’t the way they had looked at it when they agreed 
to accept it. 

Again I get back to the point that we have helped a great many 
countries with direct aid, economic or military, and never have we 
given any to Saudi Arabia, which they don’t quite understand. They 
have said, “We are your best friends in the Near East. Why don’t 
we get some?” 

That is all; I am reporting; I am not arguing the thesis. 

Senator Russet. I understand. The committe will have to draw 
its own conclusions. 


AID TO GREECE AND TURKEY 


You referred in your opening response to Senator Green’s question, 
to a $3 billion program, I think you said, in Turkey and Greece. 
Didn’t you refer to that program, a $3 billion program ? 

Mr. Wapswortn. Yes. 

Senator Russetz. You said it cost us $3 billion before we got 
through with it. I was under the impression we were not through 
with it yet, we still had a program there and were being asked a 
great deal of increase in it, particularly with respect to Greece and 
Turkey. I was just interested in where we had ever gotten through 
with this program where we started, other than the point 4 in Saudi 
Arabia that was terminated. 

Mr. Wapswortu. I think you do accept the proposition in the Sen- 
ate that if we had not aided Greece, it would be a satellite today. 

Senator Russetu. Yes,sir. I did not 

Mr. WapsworrH. That is what. it cost us to save her from being a 
satellite, about $2 billion. I have heard a figure as nee as $2.5 billion 
with all of these continuing procynins we have had there. 

Senator Russeiu. Well, that is argumentative. We have to save 





them over every year again, we have to protect our capital investment. 
But I want to ask you: Do you have any idea how long it would be 
necessary to ory on these programs in Saudi Arabia and the ad- 
joining countries : 
Mr. Wapsworru. For Saudi Arabia it is an immediate need, and 
certainly not a continuing need. 
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YEMEN’S AID NEEDS 


Senator Russet. Would you recommend any aid to Yemen under 
this program ? 

Mr. Wapswortu, No, sir. I had thought, after my first visit there 
in 1954, that a technical assistance, a very small technical assistance, 
program would be a good thing, not with a broad technical assistance 
agreement but with one or two specific project agreements. 

I would like, for example, to have surveyed roads in the country. 
That is their vital need, simple agricultural roads. I suggested it in 
conversation. I said that, if they wished, I would be lad to take it 
up with Washington. I did not have exactly a green Hight from the 
Department to say what I said. It was purely exploratory. 

But they never followed through, and I wasn’t able to. 


GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION IN SAUDI ARABIA 


Senator Russe.u. I don’t suppose that the Saudi Arabian Govern- 
ment, that the King has a public budget, does he, Mr. Ambassador? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. The budget was published in the Moslem year 
1374. 

Senator Russet. You mean 1954, I see. 

Mr. Wapswortu. Which was published in 1954, our year. It is 
really only indicative of the larger amounts which they receive, and 
the broader titles under which they contemplated expenditures. <Ac- 
tually, they can and do shift funds from one title to another. 

Senator Russert. Yes. The treasury, of course, is the King’s purse, 
and he ean use it as he sees fit. 

Mr. Wapswortn. Let me explain. 

Senator Russeiy. Let me ask you this question 

Mr. Wapswortnu. I think it will give you a sense of values. 

Under the old King the financing of the rule of the land was largely 
through one man, his Minister of Finance. He was the Grand Vizier 
of the Middle Ages, the keeper of the royal pursestrings, and any 
money that was in the purse that the King wanted he gave the King. 
Any purpose that the King wanted the money spent on, he spent it on. 

With the new King we have the beginnings of an organization of 
what you would call modern government. They have a Council of 
Ministers now, their Crown Prince, Prince Feisal, the oldest. brother 
of the King, is Prime Minister. Each of those Ministries now is con- 
trolled in its expenditures by the new Minister of Finance, who is one 
of the ablest men in the land, honest, and loyal to the King. He is a 
modern Minister of Finance, in that he has a representative in each of 
these other Ministries, and they cannot spend anything that has not 
been appropriated or allocated to them by the Council of Ministers. 

On the other hand, the King may always change the allocations 
through his Council of Ministers. 

Senator Russetz. Yes, sir. 





SAUDI ARABIA AID EXTENDED TO OTHER MIDDLE EASTERN COUNTRIES 


Now, Mr. Wadsworth, do you have any information that has been 
gleaned from intelligence or any other sources which would indicate 
the extent of any monetary aid that Saudi Arabia has advanced to 
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other countries in the Middle East? I have particular reference to 
Egypt and Syria and Jordan. 

r. WapswortH. We have some indications. It isa very interesting 
question. It might be in the order of magnitude of, shall I guess, $30 
million to Egypt during its recent troubles, maybe $10 million to 
Syria. They are allies, Saudi Arabia has more liquid money than they 
have. And now there is the agreement which was signed in Cairo on 
the 19th of January, I was there with the King, where the three 
countries, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Syria, undertook on a 40-40-20 
percent basis to support Jordan to the extent of the former British 
annual subsidy to Jordan, which was roughly $30 million. The King 
has underwritten his 40 percent of that for 10 years. 

Senator Russetx. You think they will carry that out? 

Mr. Wapsworru. Oh, yes, so long as Jordan remains a member of 
their group, a loyal member of their group. 

Senator Russetn. We had some information to the effect that that 
was a rather misleading agreement; that there were a great many 
chips and whetstones and cats and dogs involved in the nature of this 
aid ; it wasn’t really a dollar promise. 

What is your information on that ? 

Mr. Wapswortnh. To King Saud 

Senator Russeii. To Jordan. 

Mr. Wapswortu (continuing). To King Saud, I am sure that that 
is acommitment. His word is as good as his bond. 

Senator Russeti. You are confident, then, he will put up that 40 
percent of that $30 million over the 10 years to Jordan? 

Mr. Wapswortn. That is right, assuming a political situation that 
continues generally along present lines. Jordan is not a viable state 
today. It has ab Ge haaeh Wako, 

Senator Russetx. Yes, I understand. 





COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN JORDAN AND SYRIA 


Mr. Wapswortu. Incidentally, on that may I say that the Saudis 
have spoken with me very seriously of our opportunity, through eco- 
nomic aid to Jordan, to contribute very materially to a resistance to 
further Communist penetration of Jordan. One said in substance, 
“We don’t need economic aid to resist communism. We haven’t got 
any Communists, and are not going to let one in the country. Jordan 
needs your help on that particular score.” 

[ Deleted. ] 

Senator Russeiti. You spoke of [deleted] Syria, I believe. Are the 
same views held with respect to Syria ? 

Mr. Wapsworrtu. I believe Syria to be pretty well infiltrated. There 
is a strong socialist movement in Syria which seems to be pretty well 
infiltrated by Communist influence. 

Senator Russeiu. Does the King give any assistance to Syria? 

Mr. Wapswortn. He has given assistance to Syria in the form of 
loans. 

Senator Russetx. I assume he would approve of us giving them as- 
sistance, likewise, would he not? ; 

Mr. Wapswortn. Yes, he would, because he feels that the way to 
block the increase of Communist influence is for us and for him, whore 
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he can within his means, to show those people, the Syrians and the 
Jordanians, that it is to their interest to work with us. 


SAUDI ARABIAN—-EGYPTIAN RELATIONS 


Senator Russett. Now, Saudi Arabia has time and again signed 
pacts with Egypt and the King has, I believe on more than one oeca- 
sion, announced that he was putting his full military resources at the 
disposal of Egypt. You state that he has given them rather substan- 
tial aid in a monetary way. Do you feel, from your knowledge of the 
situation, that Colonel Nasser in any wise dominates King Saud, or 
does Saud dominate Nasser, or do they just work together in sort of a 
spirit of brotherly equality ¢ 

Mr. Wapsworrn. They have their agreement to support each other. 
The King will, I believe, work with them to achieve any Arab aims 
with which he agrees but [deleted] not go along with them if it means 
increase of Communist influence in their countries. { Deleted. | 


ABSENCE OF COMMUNISM IN SAUDI ARABIA 


You know that Saudi Arabia is the only Arab country which has 
no communism. King Saud will not accept a Russian Ambassador or 
diplomatic representation, even a trade mission, from any satellite 
country. That is the way the Russians usually get in first, through 
the satellites, and then move in themselves. 

It is a strange subject to explain. Let me try to paint it for you. 
King Saud is head of this great feudal structure of the desert, and 
he is also the Guardian of the Holy Places of Islam. In that capacity 
he must protect his country and the Holy Land of Islam against the 
wholly ungodly “faith” of the Communists. It is sometimes said that 
there is only one other man in the world that seems to take the same 
position; that is, His Holiness the Pope in Rome. He speaks for 3 
or 4 hundred million Catholics in the world. King Saud speaks to 
8 or 4 hundred million Moslems. To the Pope, who has the old- 
est court of Christiandom, it would be compromise with evil to ac- 
cept a Russian Ambassador. King Saud, I sense, takes the same 
position. 

Senator Russeti. You could have given him a temporal illustra- 
tion by using Spain. I think they have the same policy with respect 
to communism. 


Mr. Wapswortn. Right. 


SAUD DYNASTY 


Senator Russeiz. Now again, if we can get away from historical 
discussion—I was very much interested in that about how this closely 
knit feudal system had been handed down. I was under the impres- 
sion that through the centuries, that the royal families in that part 
of the world, silienerti some man in the desert got strong enough, he 
struck down the man in the towns and took them over, they had as 
many upheavals there as they had in Haiti and the Central American 
countries, the strong man always ruled. But we won’t discuss that. 

Mr. Wapsworrn. But this particular Saud dynasty is 250 years 
in the saddle. It has had its ups and downs, but primarily-as a result 
of Turkish intervention in the old days of the Ottoman Empire. 
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Senator Russext. Didn’t King Saud’s father come up out of the 
desert as a very minor sheik and overrun all that country and capture 
it from somebody ? 

Mr. Wapswortn. Yes, sir, but his father had ruled before him. 
That was one of the downs. At the end of this King’s father’s 
re 

nator Russent. Well, let us get away from that, and I will get 
back to my question. 


SAUDI ARABIA-EGYPTIAN RELATIONS 


It is very wnusual for two men to deal together unless one in a way 
dominates the other. I want to come back to my question as to whether 
you think Nasser dominates King Saud, or whether His Majesty 
dominates Nasser ? 

Mr. Wavsworru. Neither—— 

Senator Russety, Neither one? 

Mr. Wapswortu (continuing). Is the answer. 

[ Deleted. ] 


Neither, I believe, considers that he dominates the other. 
NEED FOR PERIOD OF LPSSENED TENSIONS IN AREA 


Senator RussetL. Well, now, Mr. Ambassador, we are going into 
this program with the avowed purpose of trying to bring stability 
into the Middle East and peace to the Middle East, and to prevent 
Communist aggression in the Middle East. 

Do you think we will ever have peace and stability in the Middle 
Kast, without,regard to the nature of the military or economic program 
we adopt, until we solve the fundamental questions of the animosity 
between the Israelis and the Arabs, the nature of the use of the Suez 
Canal, and.doing something about ‘all those refugees that are living 
down there like animals?, Do you think, we can have a program 
which will,ever bring about peace and stability there unless we solve 
those three basic problems ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. From the point of view of pure logic, then, Sena- 
tor, it is likely many years will pass before we have peace and security. 
But that is not a fair answer. 

One can, make a great contribution toward peace and security. I 
don’t believe, met. that, viewing the picture from the inside of 
Saudi Arabia, peace between the Arabs, between Saudi Arabia in 
particular, and Israel is in the cards today. There has got to be a 
period of lessened tension. 

May I give you one of the Irishisms of the East, by his King’s 
father. He is reported to have said, “The Arabs will never make 
peace with the Jews; and if the other Arabs do, I won't.” 

Basically that seems to be this King’s position as well. As guardian 
of the holy places of Islam, he has a special position. 

Senator Russetn, You think it would be like asking the Pope to 
make peace with the Devil? 

Mr. Wavswortu. He is just not ready to make peace with them 
today: | Therefore, it seems to me that if we base policy on a prognos- 
tication of early peace between them, it is not going to be a very 
realistic policy. 
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SUEZ CANAL 


Lessen the tensions, is what the Saudis want. Solve the Suez 
Canal problem first. They are vitally interested in that... Their oil 
revenues have been cut by a third because of the closing of the Suez 
Canal. They are just as interested as we are in getting that canal 
—- [Deleted.| I think King Saud has been a helpful moderating 
influence. 

The six principles that the Security Council enunciated for settle- 
ment of the Suez Canal problem are wholly subscribed to by his 
Government. 

Senator Russrty. Well, I won’t ask any more questions, Mr, Chair- 
man. Ido want to make just a brief observation. 


ATTITUDE OF AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES ABROAD 


The thing that concerns me so much about this economic program 
that we have all over the whole world, and the military program too, 
for that matter, I find so much a cause of concern about this whole 
program all over the world, and I have been in many areas where it 
is in operation, is the fact that among our representatives overseas— 
and certainly this is no invidious remark toward you, Mr, Ambassador, 
because I have seen men that were much stronger in their feelings— 
that they all have a feeling that they are representing that country in 
securing military and economic aid from the United States, 

I found it from Norway all the way around in Europe. It obtains 
in the Far East and in some of the countries, at least, that we bring 
under the loose description of the Middle Eastern area. Our Am- 
bassadors seem to feel that it is their business to get more for the coun- 
try where they are stationed, some call it “their government,” or “their 
king,” instead of representing our interest and trying to keep expendi- 
tures of our funds ‘toe or reduce them. 

That has been the attitude I have found over 7 or 8 years that this 
program has been in operation, that our representatives become. the 
advocate of the country which is seeking the aid, rather than under- 
taking to keep down the aid and to remove this tremendous burden 
from the American taxpayer. 

It looks to me like it is frozen on us in perpetuity if we keep it going 
much longer. 

I read an editorial no later than the day before yesterday, in the 
St. Louis Post Dispatch, where they said it was desirable to carry on 
this aid program because our own economy: was dependent on it... And. 
we are getting into a pretty bad way in this country when we build up 
a program overseas of grants-in-aid to other countries, that gets to 
be so much a part of our economy and so much a burden on the part 
of the American taxpayer that we cannot possibly stop it. 

Mr. Wapswortn. I do not buy that Post Dispatch argument, for 
@ minute. 

Senator Russeiu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wapswortu, I would like to just make one comment in answer 
to what you have said. 


SAUDI ARABIAN-AMERICAN MUTUAL INTEREST 


I would in no sense advise either military or economic aid to Saudi 
Arabia unless I felt it was to our mutual interest. 
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Senator Russeiu. I am sure of that, Mr. Ambassador. 

Mr. Wanvswortu. Now, the mutual interest in this case has a very 
concrete and valuable quid re quo for the United States, and that is 
another 5 years’ tenure of Dhahran airfield. 

The happy part of it is that the Saudis recognize this to be to the 
common interest, and we do. Now, if you people feel that we ought to 
throw something into:this common-interest pot in the way of military 
or economic aid, and I think it should be military myself rather than 
economic, commensurate to, somewhat commensurate to, the advan- 
tages we have received, and will continue to receive for another 5 years, 
I think we would be establishing a basis for continuing and growing 
good relations with a country which wants to work with us. That is 
the way I would like to add up my own view. 

Senator Russeiu. I am well aware of the importance of that air- 
base, and of obtaining the good will, not only of the people of Saudi 
Arabia, but all of the people of the earth, including heh behind the 
Iron Curtain, if we can find any way to do it. 


AID PROGRAMS 


But the point I was making was that I wish we could get back a 
little bit more to this old New England bargain idea in carrying on 
these programs, and see if we couldn’t give them a few Connecticut 
nutmegs, instead of having to give them so many billions of dollars to 
get something that would protect us. And my main concern was that 
when I am in Norway and hear the American Ambassador refer to 
“us” as Norway, as recipients of foreign aid, in urging why Norway 
should have more, and having you refer to “my King” and the de- 
sirability of helping him, I want us to look a little more to the getting 
as much as we can for as little as we must spend, instead of just acced- 
ing to all the requests that are made all over the world. 

I do not make that remark especially to you, Mr. Ambassador. I 
am referring to the entire program in all of its ramifications all over 
the world. 

Mr. Wapsworrn. Give me a little lead, will you? I like that very 
much, myself, that term “New England nutmegs” that you have used. 
I understand one does not speak of “peanuts” any more in this con- 
nection. 

Senator Russet. The peanuts at least have a nut in them. The 
“nutmegs” were wood. 

Mr. Wapvswortn. I suggest no evil connotation. The “New Eng- 
land netmegs” I have in mind are the run-of-the-mill table of organ- 
ization and equipment, military equipment, for this small army which 
ought, in my view, to be built wp in the interest of the security of 
that important area. 

Senator Russetu. I am not complaining of your particular argu- 


ments there: I am talking about the amount of aid. a 

Mr. Wanvswortn. If you believe yourself that military equipment, a 
reasonable in amount, under a program which our own military people g 
believe is reasonable and which I assure you is, indeed, moderate, can 1 
be considered “New England nutmegs”, if you could give me a little n 


slant. along that line, I would like to work along that line myself. 
Senator Russet. Well, the Russians have done very well with it. n 
S 
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They sell theirs wherever they go, and even on a credit basis. We 
are making grants. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask you to please excuse me. I have had 
some people waiting in my office for some time now, and I will come 
back just as soon as I can. 

I do not like to finish my questions and leave, but I will be back 
just as soon as I can confer with my delegation. 

Chairman Green. Thank you. 

Mr. Wapswortn. May I thank you, too, Senator. I liked the ques- 
tions very much. 

Senator Russeitx. Thank you. 

Chairman Green. Senator Wiley is not here. 

Senator Fulbright, have you some questions ? 

Senator Futsrientr. There are a few loose ends I would like to 
ask, Mr. Chairman, with regard to that last question which Senator 
Russell was so concerned about, and his observation. 


SAUDI ARABIAN DESIRE FOR AID 


Mr. Ambassador, is it not true that if we did not have grant aid 
to so many other countries nearby, you would not have the pressure 
nor the expectation from King Saud for aid in his country ? 

Mr. Wapswortu. That is a factor. 

Senator Futsricut. I mean the fact that his neighbors have been 
receiving aid, Egypt, Lraq, and Iran. Iran, I believe, received $200 
million. 

Mr. WapswortH. Yes, sir. Turkey, Greece, Italy. King Saud has 
mentioned those countries by name to me. 

Senator Fursricur. Doesn’t he take the position that if you are 
any friend of his, you ought to help him ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. That is correct. Pakistan is another country he 
has mentioned specifically. 

Senator Fu.srieut. So it is very difficult to pick out one place like 
Saudi Arabia and say, “Well, you are our friend, but you have money, 
so we won’t help you,” and it has put you in a very embarrassing situ- 
ation. 

So if we are going to do anything about this along the lines Senator 
Russell is talking about, we are going to have to do it across the 
board, are we not ? 

Mr. Wapswortu. Certainly that is one consideration. 

Senator Futsrient. It is the only way to take the pressure off you 
and off every other Ambassador who is in this invidious situation. 


LOANS VERSUS GRANTS 


That leads to another question: Why is it not time for us to adopt 
a principle of loans in this field rather than grants? And I mean 
across the board. It is my information that the Russians do not give 
grants; that all of their foreign aid is on a cash or loan basis; that 
is, they either sell for cash or barter, or they make loans. They do 
not make grants, and they seem to have been successful. 

We have had this long experience with grants. Do you see any 
reason why we should not shift to an all-loan basis? Certainly 
Saudi Arabia could live with that; could it not? 
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DHAHRAN AIR BASE 


Mr. Wapswortn. Saudi Arabia is the perfect example of a country 
to which a loan program could apply, except that I think at this } 
articular time when we have extension of the Dhahran airfield be- 
ore us 
Senator Futsricut. That is not a gift. You mean you are negoti- 
ating. You pay rent. If you have a lease, why do you not pay rent? 
If they think that airfield is valuable, then it is rent you are paying. 
It is just a question of how much. 

Mr. Wapswortn. It is the equivalent. We do not have a lease. 

Senator Fursrieur. I think that is different, though. That would 
not violate the principle of a loan or a sale. Here is a piece of real 
estate this Government, we assume, wants to rent, lease for 10 years or 
5 years, and it is a question of how much you pay for it; is it not? 

Mr. WapswortH. That is one way of looking at it, but it isn’t the 
fact of the situation. King Saud would not lease us a piece of real 
estate to use as an airbase. He doesn’t look at it that way. He says, 
in substance, “It is my airfield. It is to our mutual advantage that 
you use it.” 

Our airfield in Saudi Arabia is not militarized, to the point that 
our officers cannot even have target practice on it. No arms may 
be brought into Saubi Arabia. 

Senator Futsrient. There areno bombers there? 

Mr. Wavsworrn. No, sir. The Dhahran airbase is of great value 
to us, however, as a transport base. 

Senator Fusrient. For the oilfields ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. No. I am speaking now of military air transport. ‘ 
Two or three large transport airplanes come in every week from the 
Far East, drop their load, turn around and go back, and we have 





almost one a day coming in from the United States. t 
Senator Fu.sricut. All military ¢ s 
Mr. Wavswortn. Military, and turning around and going back. 

Senator FutsricuHr. What do they drop there? t 


Mr. Wapswortn. Everything they carry, military freight and pas- fi 
sengers. From this junction we run three local, area services: one to u 
Persia, to Teheran once or twice a week. Werun another across Saudi ¥ 
Arabia feeding our military mission there and on to Asmara in Eritrea h 
where we have important military interests, and now on to Addis 
Ababa; it is a local service. We are now running a third, to Beirut, t] 
Adana, and Athens. ~ f: 

Put it this way: Our Military Air Transport people and our Air 
Force should and do have their own system of air communications 
around the world. This is a.very important junction in that system. 

[Deleted. Discussion off the record. ] is 


RECONCILING KING SAUD’S ATTITUDE TOWARD COMMUNISM WITH HIS 
AID TO EGYPT AND SYRIA he 


Senator Futsrienr: Coming back to King Saud’s attitude toward K 
communism, if he thinks communism is so evil, how can he reconcile 
his assistance to Egypt; and Syria, who very blatantly play with 7 


communism, and with his‘money? If he is so sensitive to the evil of 
communism, why does he tolerate that? 
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Mr. WapswortH. I don’t think he does reconcile it, and he is doing 
what he can do about it. 

Senator Futsrienr. He can refuse to give them the money. He 
does not have to do that. I mean, that looks like a little hypocrisy 
to me, to pretend this great aversion to this evil of communism on one 
side and then, on the other hand, hand out quite large sums of money 
to Nasser and to Syria, both of whom are apparently playing very 
cosily with the Communists; are they not ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. The Saudi’s answer to that is that “what we are 
doing is strengthening ourselves to meet the enemy within the gates, 
within the house, as against the enemy that is outside, Russia.” To 
them, and to their Arab allies, the enemy within the gates is Israel. 

Senator Futsrieut. Then is it fair to say that in his view Israel is 
a much more evil force than communism and, as between the two, he 
takes the lesser ? 

Mr. Wapswortu. I was speaking morally when I called communism 
an evil force. I wouldn’t want to say that about Israel, would you? 

Senator Fuxsrieut. But, from his point of view, I do not quite 
see how he can be so averse as you indicated he is to communism and 
at the same time put money into Egypt and Syria. 

Mr. Wapswortnh. It is to help them strengthen themselves. He is 
persuaded by them that they tried to get arms from the United States 
and failed, and so turned to the only other source. 


SAUDI ARABIAN REFUSAL TO ACCEPT RUSSIAN ARMS 


He himself has consistently refused to accept arms from the Rus- 
sians. They have tried many times to induce him to do so. 

Senator Futsricut. To give him arms? 

Mr. WapswortnH. They have offered him arms. He has refused 
them. He said, “I want arms only from my friend, the United 
States.” 

I would like to go one step further on that and bring you right up 
to date. Egypt and Syria have answered in substance, “Well, if you 
don’t want to buy arms from Russia or Czechoslovakia directly, let 
us buy them for you. You pay us. We-will get the arms for you, and 
we will give you Syrian and Egyptian technicians. You still won't 
have to have a Communist in your country.” 

To which the Saudi reply has been, “No; we will not take any of 
their arms unless and until the United States shuts the door in our 
face.” 


WHY SAUDI ARABIA WANTS ARMS 


Now, in a way, Senator, we are up against that today. King Saud 
is here; he is talking with his friend, the President, I do not know 
what they have said to each other in their private meetings. 

But I do know that he has come here to hear from President Eisen- 
hower personally what the Eisenhower doctrine is, how President 
Eisenhower ‘looks at the possibilities of further cooperation; and to 
King Saud, that means, in a very real way, arms. 

If we don’t make it possible for him to buy arms from us, he may 
well feel he must turn elsewhere. 


87080—57—pt. 2——-4 
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Senator Funsricut. Is his main interest to get arms to use them 
against Israel? 

Mr. Wapswortu. I believe him, Senator, when he says, “I have no 
aggressive intentions against anybody.” 

Senator FULBRIGHT. Why does he want arms? Why is that his 
first consideration, if he doesn’t want to use them against Israel) ? 

Mr. WapswortH. He wants to be in a position to defend himself. 

Senator Futpricut. Well, who is he threatened by 

Mr. Wapswortrn. Well, you have got the British and the French 
and the Israelis who pulled a petty good intervention in Egypt, if you 
want to call it that. The Arabs call it aggression. There has been 

Senator Futsrient. Not against him. 

Mr. Wapswortn. There is an element of aggression against him, 
and he feels there is continuing threat of Israeli aggression. 
| Deleted. ] 

In particular the islands of Tiran and Sanafir are actually Saudi 
islands. The Saudi Government loaned them to the Egyptian Gov- 
ernment. 

The aggression of Israel, if we may call it that, was against Egypt: 
but these two islands, which are the sovereign property of Saudi 
Arabia, were in fact seized by 

Senator Futsricnt. They were being used to prevent shipping by 
Israel in the gulf. 

Mr. Wapswortu. Yes; they were being used by Egypt for that 
purpose. 

Senator Fursrieut. Well, he loaned them to Egypt for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. Wapswortu. I think he loaned them to Egypt before that pur- 
pose came into being. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Futprieut. Tell me, why do you think the International 
World Bank should be brought into this picture? You have men- 
tioned 2 or 3 times, I believe, that it should be brought in to supervise 
the loans. 

What do you have in mind there? Do you think they can super- 
vise loans more efficiently than the Government? 

Mr. Wapswortu. Yes. I believe that the World Bank is ideally 
set up to help Saudi Arabia’s development problem. I think the first 
move that the bank should make is to send a survey mission to Saudi 
Arabia and to outline the major elements of a long-term, partially 
self-liquidating development program. 








CREATION OF A MIDDLE EAST DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


Senator Futsrient. What are the prospects of the Arab League’s 
Development Corporation? I understand they are in the process of 
creating such a corporation. Do you know about that? 

Mr. Wapswortn. I have heard of it, but so far it doesn’t seem to 
have materialized. 

Senator Futsrienr. Do you think King Saud would be interested 
in helping such an organization ? 

Mr. WapswortuH. Yes, 

Senator Futsrent. If that can be created, wouldn’t that be a real 
contribution to the area and to that extent relieve the demands upon 
this country ? 
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Mr. Wapsworrn. It could be. 

Senator Futsrcut. Well, is our Government policy to encourage 
the creation of such a corporation? Have you ever had any instruc- 
tions about it ? 

Mr. Wapswortu. I have had no indication as to our policy. 

Senator Futsreut. Do you know whether or not the State Depart- 
ment is aware of such a move ? 

Mr. Wapswortu. It must be aware of it. We all report in to it. 
But I have never seen a paper 

Senator Fu.srcur. You never had any response to such a report! 

Mr. Wapsworts (continuing). On the subject. 

No. I think it is still embryonic. 

Senator Futsricut. I wondered why our Government, if it would 
be beneficial, shouldn’t encourage it by at least moral support, even to 
the extent of helping it financially. It seems to me that would be a 
much more efficient way to use a little money than to continue grant 
aid, 

This would be, if anything, in the nature of a revolving fund if it 
succeeded ; would it not? 

Mr. Wapswortu. As I said, sir, I would think that the answer to 
your question is in the affirmative. The reason I say that is that I 
sense more and more emphasis, in our aid thinking, on area assistance. 





QUESTION OF CONSULTATION ON EISENHOWER DOCTRINE 


Senator Futsrient. Did the State Department ask your advice be- 
fore announcing the so-called Eisenhower doctrine? 

Mr. WapswortnH. No, Senator. 

Senator Futsrenr. Had you heard about it? 

Mr. Wapsworrtu. I heard of it first through United Press, and then 
over the BBC. 

Senator Futsreut. Do they ever consult you about the formulation 
of policy for the Middle East ? 

Mr. Wapswortn. When I come home, we have consultations. We 
have, too, our meetings of area ambassadors every year or two, when 
we talk things over. 

This particular policy has never been discussed at any ambassadors’ 
meeting. 

ARABS’ KNOWLEDGE OF AMERICAN GOVERNMENT 


Senator Futsrieut. Are the Arabs well informed about how this 
country is governed ? 

Mr. Wapswortn. No. 

Senator Futsricut. Do they know about the division of power 
within our Government ? 

Mr. WapswortH. I want to modify that “no.” I think that in the 
more developed countries there is, on government level, a pretty clear 
understanding of our Government mechanism and organization. In 
Saudi Arabia, however, it is not well understood. 

As an example, when we were approaching the Port of New York 
a week ago, we learned, less than a day out, of Mayor Wagner’s state- 
ment that King Saud’s visit would not be welcome to New York City. 
They, the Saudis, were incensed. They asked, “But why doesn’t your 
Government tell the mayor what to do?” I 
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I said, “He is not a Government official.” They asked, “But who is 
the representative of the Central Government in the city of New 
York?” 

I said, “There isn’t one.” And this led to a half-hour discussion of 
our Constitution before I could persuade them that the Central Gov- 
ernment couldn’t give orders to the mayor of New York. 

Senator Futsrieut. Do they regard the President as the ruler of 
this country ? 

Mr. Wapswortn. Well, they think he has quite a lot to say. 


SAUDI ARABIAN ATTITUDE ON DOCTRINE 


Senator Futsrient. Do you think it would make any difference 
whether King Saud approves and welcomes this resolution, or not? 

Mr. WapswortH. Senator, he is sympathetic insofar as he under- 
stands it. He came here to get President Eisenhower to explain it 
to him. And they have had two private conversations at which I 
assume the President has ex tained it to him, and I frankly do not 
know what the President said or what the King’s reaction is, 

I am confident, in my own mind, and from what I hear on lower 
levels, that the King is very much impressed with our President. 

Senator Futsrientr. Has anybody explained it to you? 

Mr. Wapswortn. No one—— 

Senator Futsrienut. Not yet? 

Mr. Wapswortn. No one has had time, Senator, during this last 
very busy week to sit down and explain it to me. 

nate Futerient. Do you think that the form of this resolution, 
as a joint resolution including the House and the Senate, carries any 
particular significance to the Saudi Arabians? 

Mr. WavswortH. Yes. It shows-—- 

Senator Fursricnt. They distinguish between that and the Presi- 
dential statement? If the President said. he was going to support 
them, that wouldn’t mean anything. They have to have a joint resolu- 
tion, is that correct ? 

Mr, Wapswortu. Insofar as they understand—— 

Senator Futsricnt. Well, do they understand? 

Mr. Wapsworru (continuing). That the Congress of the United 
States also has a lot to say about running this country —— 

Senator Futsrignt. They do? 

Mr. Wapswortu (continuing). They certainly welcome the Con- 
gress supporting the President, in this policy which, with a few reserva- 
tions which they want to clear up, my impression is, they think is a 
great contribution, potentially so, by the United States to the peace 
and security of their 

Senator Furpricut. They haven’t taken a final position on it yet, 
so far as you know? 

Mr. Wapswortu. No. I think that it may emerge from these con- 
versations, and I think the King will take back with him his clear un- 
derstanding of what it is to Presidents Nasser and Quwatly and King 
Hussein of Jordan and to the Imam of Yemen. 





SAUDI ARABIAN OIL RESERVES 


Senator Funsrient. I do not wish to cover any of your previous 
wr but one point, I think, was not covered with regard to their 
oil. 
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You anticipate an increase to $600 million in 10 years. You spoke 
of a study which had been made by a New York bank, Mr. McCloy’s 
bank. 

Mr. WapswortH. The Chase Manhattan. 

Senator Futsrienr. Did that study indicate what the estimated re- 
serves in Saudi Arabia are? 

Mr. Wavswortu. We are estimating them now at close to 40 billion 
barrels. 

Senator Futsricur. Forty billion barrels? 

Mr. WapswortH. Forty billion barrels. 

Senator Funprieur. That would be equal, at $2 a barrel, to $80 bil- 
lion worth as of now. 

Mr. Wapswortu. I asked that question of 3 or 4 top oil executives 3 
nights ago, “What is oil worth under the ground when it is a proven 
reserve?” The answer was, “We are estimating it in our calculations 
at about a dollar a barrel.” 

This is for a proven oil reserve, and exploitable. I was very inter- 
ested in getting that figure, myself, Senator. 

Senator Futerieut. That is the value in the ground ? 

Mr. WapsworrH. Yes, in the ground, of a proven reserve in the 
ground. 

Senator Futsrient. Why is that, when I am told that these are ex- 
tremely prolific wells—— 

Mr. Wapswortn. Right. 

Senator Futerient (continuing). That one well normally—an ordi- 
nary well in this area produces 5,000 barrels a day; is that right? 

Mr. Wapswortn. Oh, yes, and more, 

Senator Fursrient. Well, I do not understand, under those cir- 
cumstances, where there is no pumping and so on, which is the cus- 
tomary thing in our fields, with these 20 and 30 and 50 barrels where 
you have a tremendous expense in production, why would it be worth 
only half as much? That is approximately what they value oil in 
Texas, in ordinary wells. I just wonder why that is. 

Mr. WapsworTH. I said, Senator, that I was very interested in that 
figure myself. That was the first time I had ever heard the estimate. 
As I said, it is costing perhaps 40 cents a barrel today to extract it, 
and it is sold 

Senator Futsrienr. For $2. 

Mr. Wapswortu (continuing). For $2 a barrel f. o. b. Ras at Tan- 
nura. 

Senator FuLericut. Why isn’t it worth $1.60, is what puzzles me, if 
the cost of production is only 40 cents ? 

Mr. WapsworrnH. You can’t sell it for years. You see, they are, 
after all, producing only a million barrels a day today. 

Senator Futsrientr. Sure. 

Mr. Wapswortu. It would take 3 years to produce a billion barrels 
at present production rates. They have got 40 times 3, then, or about 
120 years’ production there, and, as I see it, you do not give a monetary 
value to something you are not going to sell for 50 years. 

Senator Futsricut. I see. Of course, you anticipate doubling the 
production—— 

Mr. WapswortH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fursrieur (continuing), Within 10 years. 
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Mr. WapswortH. That is why I cut it down to 50, in my thinking, 
as against 120 years. 

Senator Futsrieut. Then would it be fair to say that that reserve, 
under present conditions, is worth a minimum of at least $40 billion? 

Mr. WapswortH. I would guess that, on this figure. But, mind you, 
this is the first time I have ever heard the figure. 

Senator Funsrient. Well, I asked the question the other day and 
got no answer, and I thought the record ——— 

Mr. Wapswortn. I remember; you put the question to Ambassador 
Hare; and that is why I asked the question the other night. I thought 
you might ask me, and I wanted to get an answer for you. 


DANGER OF RUSSIAN AGGRESSION IN AREA 


Senator Futsrrent. Do you think there is any danger of Russian 
aggression in this area in the immediate future ? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. I do. 

Senator Futsrientr. What form do you think it would take? 

Mr. Wapsworrtu. I thought you might ask me that question. It is 
an extremely difficult one to answer. 

I have lived with it ever since 1945 when my first Russian colleague 
came to Beirut. I have seen this buildup of Russian influence, infiltra- 
tion, pressures. 

It seems to me that things started crystallizing in 1955. We sensed 
it after the meeting at the summit in Geneva in July of that year. 
Since then I have sensed an acceleration of these pressures. 

What is the objective? To take over the Near East, an area which 
is of infinite strategic value to Russia, which traditionally is the “warm 
water” to which Russia has long wanted to attain access, and which is 
greatly enhanced in value by these great oil resources which are now 
proven. 

You cannot get away from it, when you live with it, that we are 
under an increasing buildup of pressure. 

Now, what can we mean by your word “immediate”? That is a hard 
one for me to answer. You sense the boiler building up pressure. 
When is the safety valve going to relieve that pressure, or when is 
the boiler going to explode? We don’t know how strong the boiler is. 

Senator Futericut. Well, whether or not it is going up or down is 
very significant. If it continues to get higher and higher, then it is 
dangerous. Do you think it is getting worse and worse / 

Mr. Wapswortn. I feel that strongly. 

Senator Fu.sricnt. You say you sensed this becoming a critical 
matter in 1955; is that right? 

Mr. Wapswortn. I have felt that it was. 


RUSSIAN-EGYPTIAN ARMS DEAL 


Senator Futsricutr. Wasn’t that at the time of the first knowledge of 
the Russian deal for arms with Egypt? 

Mr. Wapswortn. That deal, as I recall, followed the meeting at 
the summit. It was interesting as one of the first overt happenings 
that followed it. 

Senator Fursricut. Well, the Secretary of State has testified he had 
heard about it before the meeting at the summit. He testified before 
this committee to that effect. 
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Mr. Wapswortn. We began to hear that there was bargaining. 

Senator Futsricut. They were negotiating. 

Mr. WapswortH. There were negotiations on it. 

Senator Futsrient. It was in the spring of 1955 that our Govern- 
ment turned down Nasser’s request for arms; is that not right? 

Mr. Wapswortn. I don’t believe we ever turned it down, Senator. 

Senator Fu.sricut. I think we have testimony that we considered 
the price that he offered was too low, or he thought our price was too 
high, and we considered it too low. I think there has been testimony 
to that effect. 

Mr. Wapswortn. I think you are going to have in the study the 
State Department is making for you, an immensely helpful timetable 
of these events. My own impression, living out there during that 
period, is that Nasser was bargaining with both sides. 

Senator Futsrieut. Let me read Secretary Dulles’ testimony before 
this committee on February 24, 1956. I was asking him about this 
matter : 


Secretary DuLLEsS. That the Czech arms deal was probably on, or being nego- 
tiated, about the middle of August, our information at that point was not firm. 


It was not until September that we had what we regarded as really firm in- 
formation about it. 


That is as to the finalizing of it. I asked him: 
Did you or did President Eisenhower raise this matter with the Russians at 


Geneva? 


Secretary Duties. I did not, and to the best of my knowledge, the President 
did not. 


As I pointed out, at that time our information was that the Egyptians had 
dropped the thought of getting arms from the Soviet bloc. 


He had earlier testified that there had been news that they had 
been negotiating, and I asked him if he thought it was serious, and 
so on. 


But coming to the reason, the Secretary said: 


Secretary Duties. I think there were some very small shipments, whether 
civilian aircraft or parts or civilian aircraft, or something of that sort. It was 
very insignificant. We had not, Senator—I might clarify the situation, perhaps, 
by making this clear, that the United States has not been a market for arms for 
that area at any time, the reason being that arms were gotten on a much cheaper 
basis in various parts of Europe. 


Our prices were too high. We were priced out of the market. So that, except 
for certain shipments to Saudi Arabia, which took place perhaps for special 
reasons, the United States, broadly speaking, has not been in the business of 
selling arms to the area. 

That was in answer to my inquiry about the shipment of arms into 
this area, and why the Egyptians turned to the Russians or Czecho- 
slovakians for arms, and that is my understanding. 

Mr. WapswortH. Because they were cheaper, and the terms were 
better. 

Senator Futsricnr. Because they were cheaper, that is right. 

Mr. WapswortH. And the credit terms, as well. 


MEASURES TAKEN TO MEET RISING DANGER FROM COMMUNISM 


Senator Futsrient. What I do not understand is, if you sensed 
there was great danger in 1955, there is no evidence that our Govern- 
ment did. Did you report to the Secretary of State or advise him 
that you thought it was dangerous in 1955? 
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Mr. Wapswortn. Senator, what I said was that I have sensed this 
buildup since 1945. 

Senator Futsricur. Then it became critical in 1955? 

Mr. WapswortH. I sensed it again in 1955, that we had reached some 
sort of point where we could see this Russian pressure getting at the 
area, perhaps with a calculated program. 

Senator Futsricut. I understood that. 

Now what happened? Did our Government sense it? I will say, 
Did you do anything about it or did you inform the State Depart- 
ment that you thought it was getting critical ? 

Mr. Wapsworru. Senator, we have all reported the bits and pieces 
of evidence that have come to our attention since 1955. Today, the 
sum-total of the bits and pieces of information since then is really 
quite impressive. 

Senator Fu.srient. If it was, what puzzles me is why our Govern- 
ment did not respond to this rising tension, either by lowering its 
prices on arms or by taking some measure to counteract it. I know 
of no measures that were taken, do you? 

Mr. Wapsworru. It wasn’t the policy —— 

Senator Futsricut. What did we do in response to this rising 
tension that you speak of, and the sense that you had of increasing 
danger? What was done? 

Mr. WapswortH (continuing). It was our policy, rather, at the 
time, to try to avoid an arms race. What we hoped to do was to 
avoid that on both sides of the picture. And if that was a clear-cut 
objective, certainly we failed, because the Russians did supply the 
arms. We did not, in fact, stop the arms race. 

Senator Fursrient. Is that all that we did, as far as you know, re- 
fuse to sell arms? 

Mr. Wapswortn. Of course, Senator, I am not in on policy formu- 
lation. 

Senator Futsricut. I do not expect you to answer for everything. 
You stated just now that you sensed around the time of the Summit 
meeting of June in 1955, that there was something critical taking 
place. 

Mr. Wapsworru. I mentioned that as a point. 

Senator Futsr:entr. Have you sensed or do you know of anything 
that this Government did in response to that in the intervening time 
up until, well, the invasion of the Suez? What did our Government 
do that you know of? I am not expecting you to know everything 
that went on in the Department. But so far as you did know, in Saudi 
Arabia and in that area, what was done? 

Mr. Wapswortu. Well 

Senator Futsrient. All I want is just your own view. 

Mr. Wapswortn. If you are looking for a positive thing, which I 
think you are 

Senator Futsricur. That is right. 

Mr. WapswortH (continuing). We endeavored to make cur watch- 
ing facilities more acute, that 1s, we tried to watch what was going on 
and find out what was going on more acutely, that is intelligence, of 
course, both overt and covert. 

Further, as an agent in Saudi Arabia, I think I sensed on the part 
of the State Department a more acute recognition of the desirability 
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of building this friendship between our two countries. It was some- 
time in 1955 that I first heard the phrase: 

It is the policy of this Government to continue to contribute to the strengthen- 
ing of the Kingdom. 

Senator Futsricnr. What kingdom? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. Saudi Arabia. 

Senator Funsrient. Did they do anything to do that? What did 
they do to implement that policy ? 

Mr. Wavswortu. The implication is that we are recognizing an in- 
creasingly acute situation. We are recognizing that Saudi Arabia is 
a stabilizing force in the area, and we state in those terms for the 
first time, to my knowledge, that it is our policy to continue to con- 
tribute to the strengthening of the Kingdom; we want to build up 
something strong which will resist this nebulous force of aggression 
which we sense building up. 

Senator Fu.sricut. In addition to the words that were used, was 
anything done? Was there any action taken to counteract this tension 
that you mention; any aid program? What did they do? 

Mr. Wapswortn. I worked very hard to build up-—— 

Senator Fursricut. I am not talking about what you did 
specifically. 

Mr. Wapswortn. No, no. This is under Government instructions 
and authorization. 

Senator Fursricut. All right. What did you do? 

Mr. Wapswortn. I worked very hard to build up a military pro- 
gram for Saudi Arabia, modest in size, which would meet the needs of 
that country to strengthen its own internal security and make it pos- 
sible for it to contribute to area security. 

Those were clear concepts in our mind as I worked with the Saudis 
on their military program. 

Senator Futsrigutr. Was there anything done? Is it not true, as a 
matter of fact, they did not do anything in Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. WapswortnH. The truth is that Saudi Arabia filed a request 
to purchase arms, and it was duly processed. 

“aia Fursricut. They paid for them, They bought them and 
paid for them, Saudi Arabia itself. You already stated the total was 
about $18 million. 

Mr. Wapswortn. Yes; and it has been delivered. 

Senator Fursricut. That had been over a number of years; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Wapsworru. Senator, the Saudis have today filed with us re- 
quests to purchase $35 million worth of arms; and a second small 
supplementary request that has just come in for 5 to 6 million dollars 
more. The total requests to purchase arms now before us from Saudi 
Arabia add up to, let’s say, $41 million. 

I have been working on that with our military mission out there, 
and with the experts in Washington. I believe that we have come 
to the general opinion that it is to the interests of the United States 
and of Saudi Arabia that they be permitted to purchase those arms 
from us. 

EGYPT AND SYRIA 


Senator Fursricut. Would you consider Egypt as a Russian- 
dominated country ? 
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Mr. Wapswortu. No. 

Senator FutsrieHt. Would you consider Syria ? 

Mr. Wapsworru. No, but there is increasing Communist influence 
in both places, and I would say more in Syria than in Egypt. 

Senator Fuisrieut. Do you think King Saud is nervous about a 
possible attack from either Syria or Egypt? 

Mr. Wapsworrn. No, sir, but I think he is worried as to the situation 
in general, although the Saudis explain many of the actions, which 
we sense to be Communist-inspired, as simple manifestations of Arab 
nationalism by way of a reaction against imperialist pressures, as 
they call it, notably, British and French and, of course, Israeli in these 
last months. 

| Deleted. ] 

Senator Fursrient. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Our schedule is a little disrupted by the length 
of the examinations this morning. A short while ago I sent word 
to Ambassador Green, who was scheduled to appear this morning, 
and told him that he would not be reached until after lunch, and to 
return at 2:30; in order to make that possible, I sent word to Am- 
bassador Byroade postponing his testimony until after Ambassador 
Green. 

Senator Futsricur ( presiding). Senator Knowland ? 

Senator Knowianp. Mr. Chairman, my questions would be very 
brief, because I think the Ambassador has been rather extensively 
examined today in the period that he has been here. 


SAUDI ARABIA’S EDUCATIONAL, PUBLIC HEALTH, AND ECONOMIC 
CONDITIONS 


In the period of the last few years, I was in Saudi Arabia, in 1946 
and again very briefly in 1953. Has there been an improvement in 
educational and public health facilities? Is something being done 
for the people of the country ? 

That question is constantly raised. While we recognize it is one 
that is within the sovereign jurisdiction of Saudi Arabia, nevertheless 
there is a natural interest to know whether, of these resources, any of 
them are being devoted to the improvement of either educational, 
public health, or economic conditions of the people of the country. 

Mr. Wapswortnu. Very much indeed. 

Senator Knowianp. Could you throw some light on that? I think 
it would be helpful to the record. 

Mr. Wapsworrtnu. This one-third of the budget which they call de- 
velopment is spent for that purpose. Schools are rising all over the 
country. Communications, too, have been established during this 
recent period since they have had money. 

There are now little airstrips all over the country, so that people 
can go quickly from one place to another. There are wireless teleg- 
raphy and telephones throughout the country today. 

It is a relatively small operation, but the Government can in fact 
today talk all through the country. 

Public health. Again, hospitals or clinics are built or building in 
all the — al cities and towns. The King opened a very modern 
hospital just last month in Riyadh, of 500 beds; and before that there 
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was a first-class military hospital in Riyadh. Another had been built, 
and still another is building. That is, three first-class hospitals are 
today operating in the Capital City, and a fourth will be along very 
soon. 

The program has included one rather dramatic improvement. in 
public health in which you may be interested. That is the quarantine 
station at Jidda for the pilgrimage. Last year over 200,000 pilgrims 
came to the annual pilgrimage by air and by sea. They were all 
cleared through this quarantine station. It cost $3 or $4 million 
out of the development program, and was built under the supervision 
of the World Health Organization; and now, for the first time, this 
quarantine service is accepted as adequate control for pilgrims. 

Before, they were cleared by some quarantine station outside the 
country, on the way in and on the way out. 

So, both in the field of schools and public health, one sees today a 
development, starting from scratch, in both these fields. And again, 
in communications, they have a railway which is about 250 miles, from 
the eastern port Dammam, on the Persian Gulf, up to the capital 
city at Riyadh. It is carrying freight, chiefly building materials, full 
capacity. The port itself is saturated, and its capacity should be 
increased. 

Senator Know.anp. Is that railroad going to be extended to Mecca 
so that the pilgrimage—— 

Mr. Wanswortn. The program calls for extending that railway all 
the way across the peninsula. The Saudis argue appealingly that 
“You in the United States didn’t have a great country until you tied 
the Atlantic to the Pacific.” They want to do the same thing, build a 
railway across their country. 

Senator KNnowianp. His father felt very strongly on that subject, 
too. 

Mr. Wapswortir. Yes. And he said, in substance, “I want it not 
only for communications proper, but also to help my people.”  [De- 
leted.| What he meant was that in the socioeconomic field it could 
contribute greatly toward settlement of the nomadic tribes. 

There are these great tribes scattered through the desert, notably 
along the northern run of the desert. If this railway runs from 
Riyadh, circling up to Medina, and then down to Jidda, on the coast, 
all along it there are places where there is water. Stations will be 
built where there is water. At each of those stations they will have 
a radiotelegraph and telephone post, a little market place, a police 
post, a school, a clinic. There, at each station, there will be the first 
element of a settling of these nomadic peoples. The children will come 
in from the tents and go to school there. Socially, it will help tie the 
country together. 

That is the socioeconomic reason for the railway project. 


AGRICULTURAL PURSUITS 


Senator KNow.anp. Do those nomadic people primarily tend herd, 
or do they do any farming at all to speak of ? 

Mr. WapswortH. They do small farming in small oases. The rain 
falls on the mountains of the eastern slopes of the western mountains, 
whence there is a great watershed toward the east. There is no river 
in Saudi Arabia. This rain falls and goes underground. It follows 
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underground courses. In places the surface comes near the under- 
ee te oc There they drill wells which may be only a few meters 
in depth. 

7 <a they get this subsoil water and have a modest agricultural 
development in a depression area. Those areas, too, are nuclei where 
there is a certain amount of settlement. A tribe couldn’t, however, 
live off that much agriculture. Therefore, they have their nomadic 
herding life, always their principal industry. 

But there is the little center of settlement. 

Senator Knownanp. Fine. 

Well, that is all, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask. 

Senator Funsrient. Senator Bush? 


OPINION ON RESOLUTION 


Senator Busi. Mr. Ambassador, would you care to tell us what 
your own opinion is about this resolution which is before this com- 
mittee? Iam not insisting upon an answer. 

Mr. Wapswortu. May I do it off the record, for the very simple 
reason that I think it is improper for me, an implement of policy, to 
comment on policy. 

Senator Busu. I would be glad to get the answer off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Busu. Do you think, Mr. Ambassador, that the passage 
of this resolution by the Congress will be decidedly useful to this Gov- 
ernment in the administration of our foreign policy, in the years im- 
mediately ahead ? 

Mr. Wapswortu. I do; because it is clear and it is focused. If you 
can make it clearer, all the better. 

Senator Busu. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Fursrient. You say it is clear. What do you mean by “it 
is clear”? 

Mr. Wapswortn. It is directed clearly-—— 

Senator Futsriecur. At what? 

Mr. Wapswortu. To oppose Russian aggression—— 

Senator Futsrieut. Well, it does not say so. 

Mr. Wapsworrtn. Or subversion. 

Senator Futsrieut. Why do you say itis? It doesnot say so. Will 
it improve it to say what you have just said? Have you read the 
resolution ¢ 

Mr. Wapswortn. Yes; I have. 

Senator Futsrient. Does it mention Russia ? 

’ Mr. oer I am talking about the President’s message when 
say that. 

Beaator Fursricut. You are not talking about the resolution before 
the Senate. 

Mr. Wapsworru. I wish you would explain that to me. What is 
the difference between them ? 

Senator Futsrient. I thought there might be a little bit of misun- 
derstanding about your previous answer. 

Mr. WapswortH. You asked me before whether I had been briefed 
on it, and I said “No.” 

Senator Fursricut. What you just said on the record pertains 
to the President’s message ? 
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Mr. Wapswortu. Primarily. 

Senator Funsricut. I see. Well, that is all right. 

Mr. WapswortH. I have read the resolution, but I have assumed 
that it is intended to express the Congress’ opinion that that policy 
is a good policy, let’s carry it out. 

Senator Busu. That is righ 

Senator Funtsricut: Well, thank you very much. We have kept 
you here long overtime. I hope we haven’t worn you out. 

Mr. Wavswortn. Ihaveenjoyedit. _ , ] “ 

Senator Futsricut. I have enjoyed it. I enjoyed your historical 
information perhaps more than the current, because there is a lot I 
did not know about it. There is very little I know about this particular 
country, and J think that the record will be very interesting to every- 
body on the committee. 

Because I know some people are disturbed about 1 or 2 aspects of 
Saudi Arabia, which may or may not be misrepresented, I think maybe 
it would be well for the record to have a word or 2 on them. 


SLAVERY IN SAUDI ARABIA 


For example, the question of slavery. You probably have noticed 
in the paper 2 or 3 times reference to Saudi Arabia: “Here is a country 
which has slaves, and you know it indulges in slavery, and we are 
taking it to our bosom.” 

In fact, I think it was one of the remarks made in New York by the 
mayor as to why he would not greet King Saud. 

Now, would you care to, simply for the record, say a few words 
about it? 

Mr. Wapsworri. 1 would first like to round out one thing I was 
saying, and which Senator Russell stopped me on, for the record, 

I said King Saud might be described as a ruler with 3 personalities 
and 3 ambitions. I told you of his personality as the desert king. I 
told you of his guardianship of the holy places of Islam. 

The third personality he has is that of the loyal partner of Aramco. 
I mean this is a 50-50 operation between Americans and Saudis. He 
is the loyal partner of Aramco. 

Now, with those 3 personalities in mind; he has the 3 ambitions I 
mentioned. 

The first is the welfare of his people. He is a good king and he is 
the kind of a king they want, and Ve has the welfare of his people 
primarily in mind, 

The second ambition is to advance the cause of the Arabs. In that 
he is a king, he is a partner with Presidents Nasser and Quwatly and 
other Arab leaders and, as I have suggested, he will work with them 
where he thinks that Arab aims are good aims for the Arab. [De- 
leted.] Where he agrees with these Arab aims, he supports them. 

His third ambition—it. is more on the Lew paba A ea ge tue to 
advance the interests of Islam. 

Senator Futsrieut. His religion, you mean ? 

Mr. Wapsworru. Yes; Islam asa religion, in contradistinction, for 
instance, with the Moslem cause in Kashmir. That is a political prob- 
lem. That would fall into the second area, although for the most part 
he holds to the Arab area in his major political objectives. 
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The interests of Islam. It isa great religion. It serves the needs of 
these people; and, by its measure, King Saud is puritanical in his per- 
sonal conduct of living up to the tenets of his religion. By way of 
simple instance, none of us ever think of smoking in the palace. I, 
never. It just isn’t done in his presence. Alcohol, too, is prohibited 
in the land. Its import is prohibited, and its manufacture. [ Deleted. | 
Islam governs not only the relations of man with God, but also those of 
man with man. It sets forth the law under which people live. The 
social structure is governed by the holy law. ‘That is the law which the 
king, too, must observe. 

We have a Constitution to control our Executive. King Saud is 
controlled by the constitution of his land, which is the Koran and 
the holy law of Islam. He cannot be an arbitrary monarch. His 
authority may be absolute, but he must exercise it strictly within the 
limits of his constitution. 

Now, slavery is recognized as an institution by Islam, but it is not 
xupproved. In the days of the Prophet, and afterward, when these 
fundamental things were said which have guided men ever since, that 
was said, 

Didn’t we first encourage here, before we had our war of the 
rebellion, the gradual emancipation of slaves? Didn’t we want our 
slavery institution to die out? Before the Civil War, we voted a 
law prohibiting the importation of slaves, as one way to help it die 
out. 

Well, Saudi Arabia has in fact voted a law prohibiting the impor- 
tation of slaves. And that law is well applied’ and enforced as most 
laws are in most countries. 

Senator Futsrient. If the Koran, if their basic law is a religious 
law, how do they change it? Is there any provision in the Koran for 
changing the tenets of the Koran ? 

Mr. Wavswortn. No. The Koran is the word of God, and it 
can’t be changed. 

Senator Fursricut. Well, how did they bring about this change? 
Ours didn’t happen quite that way. 

Mr. Wapswortnu. The holy law is both the Koran and the sayings 
of the Prophet. Now, these sayings with respect to slavery are what 
I am touching on. The institution has existed, it is recognized. It 
is deplored—that may be perhaps a little strong a word—but the 
idea was that it would gradually die out. 

In fact, it has gradually decreased. That is the first point I want 
to make, and the fact that the importation of slaves is prohibited. 

Tf a child is born to a slave mother from a freeman, that child is 
free. If a child is born to a slave father, that child is born a slave. 
That is rather an important point. 

Now, where are they born, into what kind of slavery? It is a 
domestic slavery only. These people are a very democratic people 
among themselves, immensely individualistic. Their loyalties for 
centuries have been primarily to the family and to the tribe. 

The nation and nationalism, as we call it, is a relatively new thing 
in all the Arab countries; it is an importation from the West. 

It is into this slavery, then, that the child is born; the father is there, 
he is a member of the family. 

Senator Fursricnt. I have heard this, and the reason I want to put 
it on the record is for the information of the committee. 
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Mr. Wapswortn. I would say that in many of the great families, the 
servants carry the name of the family and are treated as members of 
the family and take pride in their service. 

Senator Busu. What is the difference between—— 

Senator Fursricut. Tell me what is the actual difference in a 
family between one of the sons, as they seem to have a great many, and 
the slave? What is the difference in the way he is treated? Does he 
eat differently, does he have different quarters, and so on? 

Mr. Wapswortu. Yes, he has different quarters. He works to earn 
his keep. 

Senator Futsricut. He works like a domestic ? 

Mr. Wapsworru. [Deleted.] He works as a member of the house- 
hold, as a member of the family. 

Senator Fu.sricut. It is a domestic matter. Does he ever work 
on the farm? 

Mr. WapswortH. They have almost no farms, Senator. The coun- 
try is large desert. [ Deleted. ] 

These fellows aren’t exploited as, for example, many were in our 
cotton fields only a century ago. 

Senator Futsricut. Are they ever hired out ? 

Mr. WapswortH. No. They are, as I have said, a part of the family, 

they are a part of the institution of its household. [Deleted.] 

Most of the slaves came from Africa. No Arab has ever been a 

slave. 

Senator Futsricut. No. They are all Negroes, are they? 

Mr. Wapsworrtn. Yes, as a general statement. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Futsrigut. The committee will stand in recess until this 

afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 1:05 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 

at 2:30 p. m., of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Present: Senators Green (presiding), Fulbright, Hickenlooper, 
Humphrey, Capehart, and Aiken. 

Senators Russell, Stennis, Smith of New Jersey, Saltonstall, Byrd, 
Barrett, and Bush. 


SECRETARY'S LETTER ON MIDDLE EAST INVESTIGATION 


Chairman Green. The committee will please come to order. Before 
proceeding to the first witness, 1 wish to read to the committee a 
letter which I have received from Mr. Dulles in response to the joint 


committee’s request for documented chronological account of events 
in the Middle East. 


The letter is as follows: 
It is dated February 2, 1957. 


Drar SENATOR GREEN: I wish to acknowledge your letter of January 29, 1957, 
transmitting the request of the Committee on Foreign Relations and the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services to provide a chronological statement of all events 
that have contributed significantly to the present situation in the Middle Hast. 

Our attitude toward the request is as indicated in my earlier letter to you 
of January 29. The Department welcomes the opportunity to present the facts. 
I have also noted your desire to be kept informed of the progress we are making 
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in assembling the materials requested, and we will be in touch with you in due ‘ 4 
course on this point. ; 


Sincerely yours, i 
JoHN Foster DULLES. ‘ t 


The Committee on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Armed 


Services seated together this morning completed examination of the 6 
United States Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, Mr. Wadsworth. B 
This afternoon two witnesses will appear before the committee. . 
The first. witness is the Honorable fouaph C. Green, formerly United a 
States Ambassador to Jordan. 
Ambassador Green served for a number of years in the Depart- 
ment of State, but I understand he is now retired. : 
Our second witness this afternoon will be the Honorable Henry A. 
Byroade, who is United States Ambassador to South Africa. . 
Mr. Byroade, however, served as Ambassador to Egypt until late le 
last summer. ee. 
(Procedural discussion deleted.) ; oe 
Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, might I say a per- . 


sonal word before Mr. Green starts his testimony. 
I personally want to welcome Mr. Green to this hearing. He has f] 
been a friend of mine for many years. We were associated together ' 
at Princeton University some years ago and I watched his career with 
the greatest of interest both in the Deattiiant of State and in his 
assignment to Jordan a few years ago. em 
‘ That is just a personal word of welcome, Mr. Green, to our councils ' 
ere. 

Mr. Green. Thank you, Senator. 
Chairman Green. Have you a prepared statement ? 
Is { 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH C. GREEN, FORMER AMBASSADOR are 


TO JORDAN ( 
Mr. Green. I have not, sir. I received your invitation and was very ve 
glad to accept it. I have brought a few documents and have made a lar 
few notes here on matters that I think may be of interest to you, but lie 
I have not prepared any statement. I am at your disposition to answer chi 
any questions that I am able to answer. ( 
he 
SURVIVAL OF JORDAN ’ 
Chairman Green. You have been Ambassador to Jordan ? os 
Mr. Green. Yes, sir. sor 
Chairman Green. In the light of your experience as Ambassador to ae 
Jordan, do you think that state has any chance to survive ? It ji 
Mr. Green. I think it does on one condition, and that one condition Chr 
is going to be the condition that I will have to put on a great many of wee 
my replies, and that is if peace between Israel and her neighbors can obs 
be achieved. Mas 
Jordan could then survive. She could survive much more easily as won 
part of a federation of Arab States than as a completely independent izat 
country. diffe 
THE REFUGEE PROBLEM thin 


does 


Jordan is about the size of South Carolina. It has a population of 
3 distinct groups, the original population of Transjordan of 4 million 
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approximately, the population of that part of Palestine which fell to 
Jordan after the partition where there were another 400,000. Then 
there are 600,000 refugees on relief in that country. 

Now Jordan certainly cannot survive with 600,000 out of 1,400,000 
on relief, so that something would have to be done to deal with the 
refugee problem, which I w ‘ould be very glad to discuss, and something 
would have to be done to bring about peace between Jordan and her 
neighbor, Israel. 

RESOURCES OF JORDAN 


Economically it will never be a rich state, at least as far as we can 
see at the present time. There is good agriculture in part of the coun- 
try. About half the country is desert and about half of that desert 
will blossom like the rose if it is given water. There is another prob- 
lem that I would like to discuss at some length. 

For example, the agricultural income of the Jordan V alley today 
is estimated at $725,000. Think of it: thet isall. But if the plan for 
general irrigation of that area were put through, a plan that the De- 
partment of State has delayed and dehaved; if it were allowed to go 
through, the engineers and economists who have studied the problem 
estimate that the er op would be worth $14,237,000. 

Just think of the difference. 

There are a few minerals. There is potash in the Dead Sea, some 
manganese, some phosphate. The resources are mostly agricultural. 


DIVISION AMONG JORDANIANS 


One of the things that would make it difficult for Jordan to survive 
is the division among the people. They are not homogeneous. There 
are two divisions that I would like to point out. 

One is between the Christians and the Moslems. The Christians are 
in the minority, though they are very numerous. I don’t know exactly 
what the proportion is. But in the capital city of Amman, there is a 
large Protestant church, a Roman Catholic cathedral, a Greek Catho- 
lie cathedral, a Greek Orthodox cathedral, and two Armenian 
churches, and they are all crowded every Sunday. 

Of course in Jerusalem there are a great many Christians. Bethle- 
hem is practically a Christian town. 

Now although that division exists, it is not as important as we might 
think at this distance. 'The Moslems and the Christians get along with 
each other extraordinarily well. There is practically no friction what- 
soever 

Of course that is largely due to the common animosity toward Israel. 
It is customary in Jordan for two members of the cabinet alw ays to be 
Christians. My wife found that when she went to the Red Crescent to 
work—the Red Crescent takes the position of the Red Cross in this 
country—that the Christian women were working right along with the 
Moslem women there. When she went to the YWCA, the Moslem 
women were working along with the Christian women in that organ- 
ization. They do not put as much emphasis in the upper classes on 
differences in religion as we might think over here. We are likely to 
think of Moslems as quite foreign. As a matter of fact, their religion 
does not differ fundamentally from Christianity. 

87080—57—pt. 2——5 





674 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


The other division in the country is really very important. That 
is the division between the people who used to live in Palestine and the 
peer who used to live in Transjordan. Although they are neigh- 

rs and speak the same language, there is a very great difference in 
the degree of culture, in the historical background, in their economics 
and soon. I might liken it to the difference between a New England 
State and a deep Southern State. Both have fundamentally the same 
culture but with very marked differences, and although those two 
States, the Southern State and the New England State get along in 
a confederation like the United States, they perhaps would not get 
along so well together if they were right next door to each other and 
welded into one State. Then there would be friction between those 
two elements of society in that State. 

Chairman Green. As I understand it, in your opinion, you think 
Jordan deserves special consideration because of its differences with 
the other Near Eastern countries? 

Mr. Green. No, Senator, it is not that I think that it deserves 
special consideration on account of that. I have simply pointed out 
those differences as things which will make it difficult for it to 
survive. 

I think it can survive if there is peace, but there is that difficulty 
to be remembered. 

Chairman Green. It would be more difficult ? 

Mr. Green. It would be more difficult on account of that division. 

Chairman Green. But it is not an insuperable difficulty ? 

Mr. Green. Not in my opinion, no, sir. 


EFFECT OF EISENHOWER DOCTRINE 


Chairman Green. The other question I would like to ask is in your 
opinion would the so-called Eisenhower doctrine promote United 
States interests in the Middle East ? 

Mr. Green. Senator, I am rather dubious. I certainly am not en- 
thusiastic about the doctrine. You, Senator Russell, took the words 
-_ out of my mouth this morning in something that you said to 
Mr. Wadsworth, when you pointed out that the resolution does not 
deal with the fundamental questions that are at issue in that part of 
the world. 

Now if the Eisenhower doctrine is understood to be a sort of a 
framework within which a constructive policy can be fitted, then it 
may be valuable. 

ut unless in some way a constructive policy on the Suez Canal, on 
that horrible refugee problem in the area and on peace between Israel 
and her neighbors—unless policies that are constructive can bring 
about some solution of those things, I don’t see exactly what benefit 
this so-ealled doctrine is going to have. 

You gentlemen may have before you information that I do not 
in regard to military menace from the Communists. In my experi- 
ence, the difficulty out there results not from a military menace but 
from infiltration, and you can’t fight infiltration by military measures, 
at least I don’t know how you can. 

As far as spending $200 million between now and June out there 
is concerned, the administration may have some specific projects that I 
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have never heard of, but I know of no way that that could be done 
in that space of time except by simply handing it out. 

It is possible of course to start making plans, constructive plans, 
such as for irrigation works and to start buying materials and so on 
and spend some of that sum, but I can’t see how you could spend it 


all. 

The fundamental things are those three things that I mentioned, 
and the fundamental one of them is peace between Israel and her 
neighbors. 

hairman Green. Thank you. 

Senator Russell? Any questions? 

Senator Russexiy. I want to thank this witness for his frankness up 
to now. I have a few questions to ask, Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. You can rely upon it, Senator, that I will be frank right 
straight through. 


CHRISTIANS IN THE ARAB LEGION 


Senator Russet. I will be willing to underwrite that from what you 
have already said. Iwas very much interested in your statement about 
the cordial relations between the people of different faiths and back- 
grounds in Jordan. 

In the so-called—was it the Jordan Legion that Glubb Pasha 
headed ? 

Mr. Green. The Arab Legion. Glubb Pasha was the commander 
in chief of that until last spring, last March. 

Senator Russett. Were there any Christians in that legion? 

Mr. Green. Oh, yes, sir. To begin with, Glubb Pasha himself is a 
very ardent Christian. He isa Protestant. He used to read the lesson 
very frequently in the church I attended most of the time out there. 
He is a very devout man, and the fact that he is very devout is one of 
the reasons why he was so greatly respected by the Jordanians, espe- 
cially the Jordanian soldier, because the ordinary Jordanian is a de- 
vout man, and he respects that quality. 

Senator Russexu. In others of different faiths? 

Mr. Green. In others. 

Now when I was out there, there was a Christian colonel who died. 
I remember very well the funeral service. There was a Christian 
major who was a very good friend of mine. He used to come to the 
Embassy. I could not tell you the exact proportion of officers who 
were Christians, but there were Christian officers. 


NO RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION 


There are Christians in practically everything. At the Palace, for 
example, the Queen’s lady-in-waiting and best friend was a Christian. 
The governess of the royal children was a Christian. In the schools 
also. For instance near to the Embassy, there was a big Catholic 
school run by Franciscan monks. The head of it was an American 
from Vermont, a most extraordinarily fine man, I am sorry to say 
he has died since I was out there. The students in his school were 
divided almost equally into three groups, Roman Catholics, Greek 
Orthodox, and Moslems. And so it was in the other schools there. 
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There was a Protestant school, and they had pupils of all the different 
religions. 

Senator Russett. They have learned to do something we have not 
been able to accomplish. 

Mr. Green. That is right. One of my best friends out there was 
the Greek Catholic archbishop. I was calling on him one morning, 
and he said, “Would you like to go over and see the school?” and 
although I have not been active in education since the days that 
Senator Smith mentioned, I have always been interested in schools, 
and I said, “Yes, I should be very glad to go over.” 

So we walked over there. We walked through the school yard, and 
he pointed. He said, “This little girl is Moslem and that little girl is 
Greek Catholic,” and so on and so on, and they are all playing together 
in a group there in the yard. 

Senator Russrxu. I frankly learned something from you. 

I thought that there had been a great deal of religious persecution 
in that area, almost equal to extermination of different sects and 
beliefs by others, I mean within comparatively recent years. 

Mr. Green. I don’t think, Senator, that there has been any persecu- 
tion since the Turks, and the persecution that I know about, the most 
recent back in the middle of the 19th century, was by Turks and not 
by Arabs. 

Senator Russeti. Was that when they almost exterminated the 
Armenians ? 

Mr. Green. That was; but of course later; that was not a purely 
religious matter. There was politics in that, too. I was out there 
during those massacres, as chief of a mission that Mr. Hoover sent 
out, the American Relief Administration Mission, and I was in Ar- Q 
menia and saw those things go on. 

Senator Russerz. You think that was politically inspired rather 
than caused by religious feeling ? 

Mr. Green. Politically and economically much more than religious. 


aneetae 


Pie Ge at) te i ee 


I must say that during my time out there, I saw no religious fanati- b 
cism of any kind anywhere. As I said a moment ago, the Moslems are f 
not so far away from the Christians. One of the fundamental beliefs bi 
of the Moslem religion is that one must accept all of the teachings 
of Jesus Christ first, and then the teachings of Mohammed on top of a 
that. They venerate the Virgin Mary and all of the Hebrew Prophets. Je 

The chief shrine in their great Mosque at Damascus is dedicated to 
John the Baptist. to 
Senator Russert. My father prescribed the Koran to me for read- pl 
ing when I was about 14 or 15 years old. I have forgotten most of it G 
but I did read it at that time. th 
ca 


SOLVING THE PROBLEM OF THE REFUGEES 


This problem of the refugees is a festering sore, Mr. Green. There 
are 600,000 there, nearly as many refugees as there are people who are 


indigenous to that area. col 
Have you any suggestions you might give us as to your views as be 
to how to approach a solution to this, other than just handing out the stu 
United Nations relief that we are giving them now? of 
Mr. Green. Yes, Senator, I have, and it is a suggestion that I made ] 


when I was out there as Ambassador. got 
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It is a long story. However I will try to be very brief. I don’t 
have to tell you gentlemen what the situation is with respect to ref- 
ugees. Think of 600,000 people living in huts from hand to mouth 
on the charity of the American, British, French, and Canadian tax- 
payers, of which we provide over 70 percent. They have lived there 
for 9 years, rotting away, physically and morally, with nothing to do. 

That is the great mass of the refugees, because they were farmers, 
and when a farmer is driven out of his home with nothing but the 
clothes he has on his back, there is no way that he can, in a desert 
country, where all irrigated land is already being cultivated by the 
inhabitants, integrate himself into economic society and rehabilitate 
himself. 

There are other refugees. There are lawyers, there are doctors, 
architects, engineers. My neighbors right around me, with one ex- 
ception, were refugees. They came out with nothing but the clothes 
on their backs, and left everything in Israel.. But if a doctor comes 
out, he has in his head what is necessary to get him back on his feet, 
if he can get some patients to treat and buy some more instruments. 

In a city like Amman the architect flourished because it is a city 
that is growing fast. The construction engineer flourished. There 
was a stone mason among my neighbors and he flourished because all 
the buildings are buildings of stone there. I could see that all those 
neighbors were flourishing and yet look right down in the valley be- 
tween the Embassy and the Franciscan school I spoke of a moment 
ago and there were the idle refugees living in the valley at the bottom 
in huts and tents. 

It is a most miserable situation, and we have done nothing yet of 
a constructive kind. We have fed them, just enough to keep alive. 


BUNGER PLAN FOR YARMUK RIVER 


When I was out there, there was in the point 4 mission an engineer 
by the name of Bunger and Bunger is something of a genius. He 
found a place on the Yarmuk River that could be dammed, to hold 
back the ak River, which is the biggest tributary of the Jordan, 
in fact it is as big as the Jordan itself at the point where they meet, 
and irrigate the Jordan Valley, some three-quarters of which is in 
Jordan. 

He madea plan. His plan he thought would cost about $49 million 
to carry out. The United Nations Works and Rehabilitation Agency 
put aside $40,000 to start the thing off. The Jordanian and Syrian 
Governments made a treaty in June of 1953 to start this work on 
this plan, beginning with the dam on the Yarmuk River and the 
canals that would irrigate that valley. 


TVA PLAN FOR JORDAN VALLEY 


The State Department put a stop to that. It was the one big 
constructive thing that we could have done and that we could still 

doing. They put a stop to it by asking that a so-called desk 
aneyy a made by a Boston firm of engineers under the direction 
oO ; 

It took some 14 months to produce this desk study, and the engineer 
got $80,000 for writing this pamphlet. I don’t think that it is worth 
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80 cents. I think that that was money thrown down the drain. It 
is a plan for the irrigation of the Jordan Valley which completely 
ignores the one important fact, my that there is Israel on one 
side and Jordan on the other. In all the maps in this pamphlet 
there are no national boundaries shown. It is an ideal plan for irri- 

tion of the Jordan Valley if we were not living on earth and deal- 
ing with human beings. It is the most completely visionary plan 
that one could think up. 

Senator Russety. You saidthe TVA did that? 

Mr. Green. No, Senator; it was done under their direction. It 
was done by a firm of engineers. Even apart from its visionary 
quality, I don’t think much of that plan. [Deleted.] 

Senator Russeiy. Now the other plan that this man who has a 
touch of genius suggested, I believe would not involve Israel’s con- 
sent if they had gone ahead with it? 

Mr. Green. Exactly, sir. It was a plan to build on this funda- 
mental conception. is is what we can do now for Jordan and 
for Syria. We can settle 300,000 refugees in the valley by this plan 
on good irrigated land within 5 years. Later on, if peace between 
Israel and Jordan is brought about, this plan will then fit in with a 
more general plan, for the whole valley, and can be elaborated. 

But the Department of State insisted on this ideal ‘pin. My 
recommendations, which were very strong, because I had a strong 
feeling about those refugees—I had to look at them every day 

Senator Russetx. I might say a man could not look at them for 15 
minutes without feeling an overwhelming compassion for them, in my 
opinion, unless he were not human. 

Mr. Green. You can’t do it. My recommendation was completely 
turned down. This desk study, visionary plan was the plan that 
was accepted by the Department of State. [Deleted.] 

Imagine trying to put a thing across when that is the atmosphere 
you are working in. 





SUBSEQUENT PLAN FOR YARMUR RIVER 


Well, the thing has gone further. The Jordan Government, while 
I was still out there, asked two American engineering firms, Baker 
and Harza, to go over this whole problem again. They went over the 
whole problem, and they produced a new plan in 1955. The new plan 
is ee the old Bunger plan. They just discarded this thing. It is 
the old Bunger plan elaborated, very considerably elaborated. 

The Jordan Govecnisatit wanted to start work on that and begin 

to do something practical for the refugees. The Department of State 

stepped in and prevented the financing of the plan, so that the Jordan- 

ians and Syrians are left again with a fine plan on their hands—I have 

oe here—and not able to do the important thing that ought to 
one. 

So if we want to do something for the refugees, which is what your 
original question’was, my answer is take what is called the master plan, 
this new plan that Baker and Harza have drawn up, an elaboration 
of the old Bunger plan, and get to work on it. Merely getting to work 
on it would put to work some of those refugees in the valley. They 
could get out with spades and shovels and start digging. ’ 


SER EON TE a 
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Senator Russetu. We could build that dam with what it is costing 
us to maintain the refugees over a 3- or 4-year period, couldn’t we? 

Mr. Green. Oh, easily. 

Senator Russe... It would be an economy move to build it? 

Mr. Green. But the Department of State is thus far adamant on 
the principle that we must have an ideal plan, such as will take in 
all the states that are in that valley whether they like it or not, and 
there is not any Arab statesman who would last 5 minutes if he went 
in on that scheme. 

Senator Russet. And it might cause irritations that would aggra- 
vate rather than to help the refugee situation ? 


ANTI-UNITED STATES FEELING AMONG REFUGEES 


Mr. Green. To give you a further idea of the refugee situation 
if I may mention something else. The feeling that they have is so 
violent against the United States that I had to order all of the mem- 
bers of my staff to keep away from their camps. I went in a couple 
of times by myself, moving pretty rapidly in an automobile, and was 
not shot at. I took Adlai Stevenson into a camp with a heavy military 
guard so that he could see what it was like. But the big incident oc- 
curred when Mr. Dulles came out. The Jordanians knew what an 
animosity these refugees had toward us, and they were afraid that 
somebody might take it out on him and shoot him. In the city of 
Jericho, there were 94,000 of those refugees, more than the total popu- 
lation of the town by many thousands. When we went through that 
town, the Arab Legion officers who had taken all the precautions, told 
me to drive through town at 50 miles an hour. I said, “No, I will not. 
I am going to give the chauffeur instructions to drive at 25 miles an 
hour. I want the Secretary to see what this looks like.” 

They had every refugee stay in his hut. In every street there were 
men with tommyguns like this to shoot off the nose of any fellow 
who stuck his nose outside the door. They had cannon lengthwise 
down every street. They had Arab Legion infantrymen, standing 
with their backs to the street, facing outward and that is what the 
Secretary saw as he drove through Jericho. 

That night ard the next night while he was at my house Arab 
Legionnaires walked around the house all night. 

Senator Carenart. Would the Senator yield for the question as to 
why they are so bitter against us? 

Mr. Green. Because they feel that we founded Israel, that we drove 
them out of their homes. I got into a mob of them one day, yelling at 
me “Give us back our lands. You are the American Ambassador. 
You can do it if you want. Give us back our lands. Give us back our 
animals,” and so on. 

Senator Russett. I suppose the fact that they knew widely this 
plan for this dam and the delays that were attendant on that did not 
do anything to mollify them; did it? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. There is one other thing about those refugees 
that we should remember, and that is that those camps are hotbeds 
for Communist infiltration. You could not find a more ideal place to 
start Communist propaganda than in those camps. [Deleted.] 
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Senator Russeiu. If there is any truth in the assertion that com- 
munism breeds on poverty and distress, I suppose that is about as 
fertile a field as we could find. 

Mr. Green. I don’t know how you could find distress and poverty 
uny worse than it. is among those refugees. 

enator Russet. You say they have been there 9 years now ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russe. I will go back now to the natives of that area. 

As I understand it, they are quite an industrious people. They are 
hard workers. 

Mr. Green. That is correct. 


DEMOCRATIC IDEAS IN THE AREA 


Senator Russetn. Is there much semblance of what we would term 
democratic ideas in that government ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir; with reservations. Of course they do not have 
the long history of practice with democracy that the English-speaking 
peoples have, and you cannot expect them to have the same kind of 
democracy that we find in the United States, Canada or Britain. It is 
not that sort of thing. But after all, it is not at all the kind of a gov- 
ernment in Saudi Arabia that Mr. Wadsworth described this morning. 
The King is a constitutional monarch. The Cabinet is responsible to 
the Parliament. The Parliament is a freely elected Parliament. It is 
a quasi-democratic state. They are attempting to run a democracy, 
and they are learning. 


OUSTER OF GLUBB PASHA 


Senator Russeiy. Had the relations between the State of Jordan 
and the British started to deteriorate much at the time you left there 
in 1953? 

Mr. Green. No, sir; except that communism had begun to be a 
considerable problem, and, of course, the Communists were working 
against the British. Furthermore, the Egyptian radio had already 
begun to raise trouble about the British in Jordan, but the British 
were very strong there while I was there. The more responsible 
people were ready to accept the British subsidy to keep up the legion. 
The legion was about as fine a body of troops as you would find any- 
where in the world, except that it did not have the most modern arms. 
[Deleted.] Glubb Pasha was still in command and was still a very 
powerful figure. He was driven out by two forces, the force of 
communism and the force of the Egyptians who were with their 
radio sending anti-British propaganda into the country every day. 

Senator Russetx. It was not so much the spirit of nationalism as 
it was based on the feeling that that would help them in fighting 
Israel? Is that one of the reasons they ran him out ? 

Mr. Green. No, Senator, I do not think that came into it. I think 
what was basically at the bottom of it was that the Egyptians were 
so anti-British that they did not want any British influence in a 
neighboring Arab State. And as Glubb Pasha was the great influ- 
ential figure, the thing to do was to get rid of him. 

By the way, the newspapers often speak of the Arab Legion as 
having been British officered. You get the impression that all of 
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the officers were British and all of the men were Arabs. There were 
about 21,000 in the legion when I was there; there were 47 British 
officers ; all the rest were Arab officers. 


THE BRITISH SUBSIDY AND ITS REPLACEMENT 


Senator Russet. Did the larger part of the so-called British sub- 
sidy of $32 million go to the support of the military establishment ? 

Mr. GREEN. Yes, sir; practically all of it. 

Senator Russexy. If you had eliminated the necessity for maintain- 
ing the legion, do you think that the state could support itself ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, Senator; that was part of the answer that I gave 
as to whether or not the state was viable. If there were peace—if 
we could do something, if we only would do something to help bring 
about peace out there instead of dodging the issue, and could succeed 
in bringing it about, then Jordan would not need more than a con- 
stabulary of a thousand men or something of that kind, to keep order 
in the country. 

Senator Russet. From your experience in that area do you believe 
that Egypt and Saudi Arabia and Syria will carry out their agree- 
ment to give this $32 million to Jordan over a period of 10 years? 

Mr. Green. I would give the same answer that the Ambassador gave 
this morning. That assuming that political conditions remain about 
what they are and the relationship between those states remains 
about what it is, I think they would, if they had the money and con- 
tinue to have it. 


Senator Russert. Where is Syria going to get their part of the 
money ? 


Mr. Green. The only place where they can get it that I can see is 
Saudi Arabia. 

Senator Russetu. That means that Saudi Arabia will wind up with 
practically the whole expense on them. 

Mr. Green. That is it. 

Senator Russet. So as I understand it, you believe that if Jordan 
does disintegrate, it will be on economic grounds, that they are just 
not able to operate a government that is necessary in that area? 

Mr. Green. They certainly cannot operate a government with an 
army of that size in that area unless they are subsidized. 

Senator Russeiy. Did you recommend the construction of this dam 
that Mr. Bunger planned ¢ 

Mr. Green. I certainly did, sir, and I recommended it several times. 
In fact, I was told not to send any more telegrams on the subject. 

(Procedural discussion deleted. ) 


WASTE IN UNITED STATES AID PROGRAM TO JORDAN 


Senator Russevi. There is one other question. 

At one time the state of Jordan denounced the method of handling 
the economic program there. 

When was that—in 1955 or 1956? 

Mr. Green. It was after my time, sir. 

Senator Russeti. Do you know anything about the details of that ? 
They claim that it was a very wasteful program and was not accom- 
plishing the purpose that had been announced. 
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Mr. Green. I think that there was waste, but that it was not accom- 
plishing anything, that is not so. There was waste. I saw some ex- 
amples of it myself. But they were accomplishing things. 

enator Russe.L. From your knowledge of that area, do you believe 
that any comprehensive program of military assistance of arming 
those countries in there is calculated to maintain the peace or is likely 
to set off a small war in the area? 

Mr. Green. There again I would have to put an “if” in my answer. 
If we can get peace between Israel and her neighbors, then it would 
be safe, if we watch our step, to build up armies that might be helpful 
against communism, against some Russian advance. But otherwise, 
I am-not at all enthusiastic about building up those armies. 

Senator Russet. You are convinced that any permanent peace 
and stability in this area depends upon settlement of the issues be- 
tween Israel and the Arab States? 

ae Green. Absolutely. I think that that is the fundamental 
thing. 

Senetiad Russet. I have no further questions. 

(Procedural discussion deleted. ) 

Chairman Green. [ will go down in the regular order. 

Senator Saltonstall ? 

Senator Sarronstratu. Mr. Chairman, just a very few questions. 

Mr. Ambassador, I was in Amman a year ago, and I agree with you 
that the refugees down that hill from the Embassy are one of the most 
pathetic sights you have ever seen. 


STRENGTH OF PRESENT JORDANIAN GOVERNMENT 


In your opinion, is the present administration of the Government 
of Jordan strong enough to survive ? 

Mr, Green. Of course I lave to answer that secondhand, because 
the present administration of the kingdom is quite different from the 
administration of the kingdom as it was when I ‘was: Ambassador. 

The-power has been seized by a group of military people.:| A junior 
army officer, really controls.the country. The Prime Minister is a 
west bank, violently antiwestern pro-Egyptian. There is one Com- 
munist in the Cabinet. and a fellow traveler in the Cabinet. You may 
have noted a letter that the King wrote to the Prime Minister which 
gnu in the Sunday papers here. 

Senator Sartonsrany. No, sir; I did not see it. 

Mr. Green, He warned against the growth of communism in the 
country. A's long as communism is permitted to flourish, and it will 
flourish as long as the refugee problem is not settled, I would not say 
that this Government was very likely to keep that country together. 

Senator SauronsTauy, Let me ask you this second question then. 

Is there any permanent injury to peace in that area if Jordon does 
not survive ? 

THE STATE OF JORDAN 


In other words, is the survival of Jordan necessary for the preserva- 
tion of peace in that area, providing the problem of Israel-which you 
have discussed is cleared up? é 

Mr. Green. I donot know that I would say it was necessary. One 
might say that one of the American States might conceivably be 
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divided up between two others. It is not absolutely necessary that 
every state survive, but I think it is a good thing that Jordan survives. 
I think most Jordanians would prefer to have it survive. 

Senator SauronstaLu. And even though it is sort of an area cut out 
after World War II—it was cut out after World War I, was it not? 

Mr. Green After World War I. 

Senator SatronsraLu. World WarlI. It was cut out of just an area 
there? 

Mr. Green. It was cut out just the way we cut out our American 
States, drew straight lines across the eu and said “here is one 
State and here is another one.” It is artificially bounded: in that 
sense, but it has certain cohesive power. 


NEED FOR OUTSIDE HELP 


Senator SauronstTatt. Now, if it does survive, it cannot survive 
without help from the outside. It has been getting that help from 
England, 

Now it has got to get it from somewhere for some period of time 
to come, does it not? 

Mr. Green. If war with Israel continues. 

Senator SatronstTaty. Yes. Well, even if war with Israel did not 
continue, and it was cut down to a police force of a thousand men, 
the economy is such without building this dam that you have men- 
tioned, and other things that it would be impossible for Jordan to be 
self-supporting, would it not? 

Mr. Cinktor: nless this dam is built, and other things like it. 

Senator Sarronstatu. In other words, there have got to be 2 or 3 
major capital improvements? 

Mr. Green. Yes, certainly; irrigation must be established to the 
very maximum in that country. 


ATTITUDE OF SYRIA 


Senator Satronsrauu. I got a little feeling when I was there and 
I got a feeling since reading the papers here in the last 6 months or 
a coe in your opinion does Syria want peace today, really want 

eace 

r Mr. Green. There are certain elements in the Syrian Government 
that are tying themselves up pretty strongly with Russia, and I am 
not sure that those elements are interested in peace. I think they are 
not. The Syrians as you would have seen even in the short time you 
were there, are very different people from the Jordanians. 


ATTITUDE OF LEBANON 


Senator Sartonsratu. Now, following along in that question, Does 
Lebanon want peace today really ? 

Aren’t they trading, aren’t they getting well to do, aren’t they 
getting a lot of trade because the conditions over there are so unsettled? 

Mr. Green. They are getting certain transit trade from Jordan 
that they would not get if peace with Israel were established. But 
I would not say that the Lebanese do not want peace. 
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CHANCES OF PEACE BETWEEN ISRAEL AND ARAB COUNTRIES 


Senator SattonsraLu. The government of this country, the previous 
government of this country, under President Truman, has a funda- 
mental position that Israel must be preserved. 

If Israel is to be preserved, is it or will it be possible, in the next 
few years, to get a peace with Israel with those surrounding Arab 
countries feeling the way they do? 

Mr. Green. I would have to give a rather long answer to that. 
Do you object ? 

Senator Sautonstau. Sir, I think we have heard some other long 
answers, not from you, but from previous witnesses, and I think that 
it would not be wrong to give a fairly long answer. 

Mr. Green. I will be as brief as I can but when you ask a question 
as complicated as that one, I cannot answer yes or no. 

Senator Sarronstati. No; and it is a fundamental question; is it 
not / 

Mr. Green. It is a fundamental question. 

I will start in by saying I recognize as anyone who has been out 
there must recognize that this is not an easy problem, that it would not 
be an easy thing to bring about peace between Israel and her neighbors. 
It is an exceedingly difficult problem but I do not. feel we have done 
all that we could or should to solve it. [ Deleted. | 

I say that peace is a difficult thing to bring about—it is extremely 
difficult, but it is the key to the whole situation. You are going to have 
Communist infiltration in that area until peace is brought about. It 
is absolutely necessary and a fundamental thing that we have to do 
and with the great power that we have we certainly ought to find skill- 
ful enough diplomacy to get busy and work on that problem. 

As far as I know, we have never done anything. I think Israel must 
be made to see that it is in her interest to make peace even at some 
sacrifice. That she can’t survive indefinitely surrounded by the hatred 
of all her neighbors. 

We have furnished Israel, since the foundation of that country, the 
United States Government, $388 million. 

The American Jews have furnished $823 million. That is a grand 
total of $1,211 million that have been furnished Israel by the United 
States since her foundation. Just a little less than one-half of the 
support of that state comes from the United States. Now she can’t 
expect to go on forever receiving money at that rate and she must 
have peace in order to survive. 

On the other hand, the Arabs must be made to see that whether they 
like that or not Israel is there to stay. 

The Arabs feel that we have set up, helped to set up, and are respon- 
sible for setting up a hostile state on Arab territory. They remember 
that when the Jewish immigration into that country began, there were 
only 7 percent’ Jews in the whole of Palestine, 17 percent Christians, 
and 73 percent Moslems. Seven percent is less than the number of 
Jews in most American cities. When the division was made by the 
U.N.. there were 600,000 Jews in the country, and 1,200,000 Christians 
and Moslems. The Jews owned 7 percent of the lands at that time, 
and yet the division which was made by the U. N. gave Israel 55 
percent of the territory for one-third of the people. And after the 
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war was over they had 70 percent of the territory. That they now 
hold. 

Whether the Arabs are right or wrong in looking at Israel, as they 
do, we must, in order to deal with the problem, learn to see how the 
Arabs look at it, try to see it a little bit through their eyes, even if 
they are completely wrong. 

he way they see it is just the way we would see it if some great 
foreign power or powers were to plant foreigners in Rhode Island, 
Yonnecticut, southern New York, and New Jersey and drive out most 
of the existing population and set up an independent State there. 
Now that may be the wrong way to look at it but that is the way my 
Arab friends look at it, and so you see how difficult it is going to be 
to make peace. There would be a lot of Americans who would not want 
to make peace under those conditions and it would be hard to make 
us see that it was the reasonable thing to do. 

Senator Satronstaty. Are you through, sir? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 


MILITARY PROVISIONS OF RESOLUTION 


Senator SauronstaLL. I have just two more questions. You have 
read this resolution that is the result of the President’s message; have 
you not? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator SatronstaL,. Do you believe that the military provisions 
of that resolution would be helpful ? 

Mr. Green. They may be: I rather doubt it. You may have infor- 
mation from other sources that would show that they would be help- 
ful. I don’t think that you can fight infiltration by military means, 
as I said before, and it seems to me that infiltration is the big problem. 


ECONOMIC AID TO AREA 


Senator SaironstaLL. Now you stated that you did not see how it 
would—how $200 million could be used before July 1 without just 
handing it out. Is that a fair statement of what you said ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sarronstauy. It is not my understanding that it would 
necessarily be just handed out. It would be perhaps available for 
purposes that might be proved helpful to stimulate a better feeling 
toward the West of the people where it was put out. 

Now do you feel that if it were put out wisely for projects of a 
smaller nature maybe, consuming—more consumers’ projects that it 
would be helpful or still of no value? 

Mr. Green. I think it would be; it could be made helpful. 

For instance that dam I spoke of is one project that could be started 
inon. What I said was that I did not see how you could spend two 
hundred million between now and June without giving it away. 

Senator Sauronstatu. I do not think there was ever any intention 
of spending it as you and I would know when we spend 20 cents for 
carfare. 

As TI understand it, we use the word “obligated” here, we use the 


word “plans,” “projects,” and then obligations and expenditures come 
more gradually. 
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That would be my understanding of this $200 million, sir. 

Mr. Green. Well, of course, it may be that the administration has 
projects in mind that I know nothing of but I just do not see how 
in that, part of the world you can spend that much that fast although 
you might make it available and spend some of it. 

Senator SatronstaLy. Then do I sum you up wrong when I say 
that you believe that the military part of this resolution may be help- 
ful but you are skeptical of the economic; is that about it? 

Mr. Green. Well, I am very skeptical of the military part, too. 

Senator Sa,rronstaLL. You are skeptical of them both. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Thank you, Mr. Ambassador, 

Mr. Green. Thank you, Senator. 

le discussion deleted. | 

hairman Green. Senator Fulbright ? 


EFFECTIVENESS OF THE RESOLUTION 


Senator Fursrienr, I will try to be brief, Mr. Chairman. I am 
particularly interested in this witness’ testimony. He has already 
done an excellent job in his reply to Senators Russell and Saltonstall. 

[ Deleted 

You have been very clear in saying that this is the core, the central 

roblem. This resolution does not meet it. You have evidenced a 
ack of enthusiasm for it. 

Is one of the reasons that it will create the impression if it is passed, 
certainly in this country, that we have done Snel about. this 
matter when we really have not done anything? It will just be an- 
other way of shoving it aside and not ete tackling the difficult part 
of the problem ¢ 

Mr. Green. As I said in answer to a previous question, Senator, the 
danger in my mind is that the doctrine might be so considered. But 
if on the other hand it really is a framework within which a definite 
constructive policy is going to be placed, well then it is something else 


again. 

Senator Furzsrient. The resolution alone does not meet the prob- 
lem if that is all that is done? ; 

Mr. Green. No, sir; not in my view. 


GROWTH OF COMMUNISM IN THE AREA 


Senator Fuusricut. You said communism is presently growing in 
the refugee camps more than any other source; is that correct? 

Mr. Green. That is correct. I would not say it had its start there 
exactly. For instance, we must not forget that communism is very 
strong in Israel. 


Senator Fuipricut. In Israel? ' 
Mr. Green. Very strong in Israel. Stronger than in any Arab 


State. That is duc to the fact that Communists from Europe, par- 
ticularly from Eastern Europe, were among the immigrants. In the 
present Parliament of Israel which has 120 members, there are 6 Co:n- 
munists and 15 declared fellow travelers—that is 21. The Communist 
Party is a strong party there, and a very taikative party. They make 
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a great deal of noise in that country. There was communism there 
before it began in the Arab States. 

When I went out to Jordan in 1952, I asked in the Department of 
State, “What about communism?” I was told communism is no prob- 
lem. “You have nothing to bother about at all. Don’t think of it.” 
But I had not been out there very long before there were signs of the 
growth of communism. Then there was an open riot. 

Senator Futsricut. A what? 

Mr. GreEN. An open riot; a students’ riot which was organized by 
Communist schoolteachers. 

Senator Futsricut. Where was that? 

Mr. Green. In Amman. And the Prime Minister told me that he 
considered the thing becoming a really dangerous problem. 

Senator Futsricnt. When was that problem ? 

Mr. GREEN. That was—let’s see, that must have been in the late fall 
of 1952. It became so obvious to me that communism was growing in 
the country, that there was infiltration, particularly among the 
refugees but also among other elements, white collar people like the 
schoolteachers, and so on, that I reported it to the Department several 
times. [Deleted.] I predicted that, unless we changed our policy, 
and soon, to bring about peace between Israel and her neighbors, we 
should lose to communism an area more important to us than China. 
[ Deleted. ] 

Now that is approximately what I wrote at that time. 

Now communism has continued to grow out there. There were other 
riots after I left, in the late fall of 1955, showing that communism was 
growing and those riots were directed particularly against the point 
4 installations. [Deleted.] 

Now I am saying all this simply to show that this problem of Com- 
munist infiltration is not Peter l new with which we are suddenly 
faced. We have been faced with this problem to our knowledge since 
1952 at least. 


STATE DEPARTMENT AWARENESS OF COMMUNIST PROBLEM 


Senator FutsricHr. What reply did you get to the first telegram 
you mentioned in which you described the conditions ? 

Mr. Green. I don’t remember that I got an answer to that one. 

Senator FutsricnHt. Do you have any reason to believe that your 
wires did not reach the Department ? 

Mr. Green. No, Senator; I am sure they got there, because I have 
heard them talked about since. 

Senator Futericut. Less than a year ago, long after the time you 
are speaking of, the Secretary of State told the Foreign Relations 
Committee that the Russians were making no progress in this area; 
in fact they had failed. 

Mr. Green. He must not have seen not only reports that I sent but 
reports that many of my colleagues sent. 

Senator Futsricnr. That is why I wondered whether or not you 
had any reason to believe that the Secretary was not aware of what 
you had reported. 

Mr. Green. You realize, Senator, that the Department of State is 
a tremendous organization, and that masses of telegrams, dispatches, 
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letters, long eae keep coming in. No one human being can read 
them all, and I just have to assume that perhaps this was a problem 
in which the Secretary was not taiciesitiy’ interested to want to see 
allthe things thatcameinonit. I don’t know. 

Senator Funsricut. He evidently was not aware of what you have 
been telling the committee. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, I will relinquish the witness. 

Chairman Green. Senator Byrd? 

Senator Byrrp. No questions. 

Chairman Green. Senator Smith of New Jersey. 


WHY NO PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE ON REFUGEE PROBLEM 


Senator Smirn of New Jersey. Mr. Green, you stated that there 
were about 600,000 refugees in the area / 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. We have had other testimony that 
the refugees today are around a million; is that correct ? 

Mr. Green. There are 600,000 approximately in Jordan. 

Another 400,000 are in the Gaza strip and in Lebanon and in Syria. 
Jordan has the great bulk of them. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Yes. Well, you agree then that 
probably the figure of a million is approximately correct for all the 
refugees? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smira of New Jersey. Have you had any evidence during 
your service that the Arab countries that are very hostile to Israel do 
not want this refugee problem solved ? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. 

Senator Smita of New Jersey. That information has come to me 
from many sources. They are trying to keep the refugees unhappy in 
order to keep up the agitation in order to get rid of Israel. In other 
words, that has been suggested as one of the things that has made the 
trouble there. 

Mr. Green. I have never seen any evidence of that. 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. It did not come to your attention? 

Mr. Green. I have seen evidence of reluctance of some of those 
Arab States to permit the refugees to settle permanently in their 
country. That iscertainly true in Syria. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I want to follow that up, too. 


WATERS FROM JORDAN RIVER 


The next question I want to ask you is: Is there adequate water in 
the Jordan River to take care of the refugee problem if that dam 
could be built that you speak of ? 

Mr, Green. Not to take care of it in toto. It would take care of— 
there have been various estimates made, but, say, roughly 300,000, 

Senator Funsricut,, Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Smith said Jordan River a moment ago. You were not 
talking about the Jordan River. You were talking about a different 
river, 

Mr. Green, The dam that, I speak of is on the Yarmuk which is the 
biggest of the Jordan tributaries but, the lands that would be ir- 
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rigated are the Valley of the Jordan. There are already in the 
Valley of the Jordan some smaller irrigated tracts that are among the 
most beautiful gardens I ever saw. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. It is the Jordan watershed you are 
talking about. They plan to irrigate the area from the Jordan de- 
velopment; is that right ? 

Mr. Green. That is it; yes, sir. 


RESETTLEMENT OF ARAB REFUGEES 


Senator Smirn of New Jersey. The next thing I want to ask you 
is this: 

I have been advised by a very great friend of mine in the Arab 
group—he is from Iraq—that the Arabs in Iraq would be willing to 
contribute areas for a TVA or something of that sort and take care of 
the bulk of the refugees if an agreement could be reached with re- 
gard to the boundaries of Israel and if the countries friendly to such 
a development would help contribute to the financing of it. 

Are you familiar with those discussions ¢ 

Mr. Green. Not specifically. I have often heard proposals that the 
refugees be taken up and carted over to other parts of the Arab 
world. I have not heard that specific one that you mention. 

The great difficulty is that the Arab peasant is attached to the 
particular piece of ground where he and his ancestors have lived per- 
haps since the time of Christ. He does not like to be moved away. He 
is not like an American who can move out of New Jersey and go to 
live in New York and not feel that he has gone very far. He does not 
want to be moved. That is why the best thing we could possibly do 
would be to start settlement right in the Jordan Valley, which would 
be the slightest move that they could make. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I recognize the argument made by 
some of my Arab friends that it would be very helpful if arrange- 
ments could be made to restore some of these people at least to their 
own homes. 

Mr. Green. That is right. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. So you would ease the feeling of 
bitterness over being ejected because they really were ejected. We 
might as well realize that. 

Mr. Green. Ejected is the right word, sir. The details are aw- 
ful—the way they were thrown out. 


AREA APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM 


Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I have never been able to under- 
stand why this problem could not have been handled on a larger scale. 
If the Arabs were willing, such as Iraqis, to furnish areas it would give 
them the opportunity to get even a better place to live than they 
had had when they were crowded in the Palestine area without any 
irrigation or anything of that sort. 

I never have been able to understand why it was not explored 
further. I am just wondering whether you came across the thing 
at all in your experience in studying these irrigation reports. 

Mr. Green. As I said not that specific one. 


87080—57—pt. 2——_6 
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May I make a suggestion, Senator ? 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Yes. 

Mr. Green. I don’t know whether the committee has called upon 
Henry R. Labouisse to appear before it, but he could give all the infor- 
mation that you could ask on the refugee problem and all the various 
means of solution. He is a former officer of the Department of State 
who at present is the director of the UNWRA, the U. N. Work and 
Rehabilitation Agency, with headquarters in Beirut. He was testi- 
fying before some committee of the U. N. yesterday, and perhaps 
today. He is in the country and if the committee wishes information 
on the refugee problem and all the various means of solution he could 
give you the details. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. That brings me to my next ques- 
tion. 

I suppose you are aware, Mr. Green, that the feeling of the State 
Department has been that the questions you have been discussing, 
the Arab-Israeli question and the Suez Canal question, are matters 
that we are trying to pursue through the U. N. as distinguished from 
this particular resolution. 

It was never intended that the resolution would solve the problems 
ofthe area. It has a totally different impact. 


BEST METHOD TO RESIST COMMUNIST AGGRESSION 


Suppose there should be a Communist military movement in the 

area. If you do not pass this resolution what action would you take 
to oo such movement if we felt it was dangerous to our security 
and to the security of the interests of the Western World? 
Mr. Green. I do not know that this particular resolution would be 
necessary, but certainly if there is actual Communist military aggres- 
sion against that area, it would be in the interests of the United 
States to take all active military measures to block it. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Would you want to take the time 
to call the Congress together to declare war ? 

Mr. Green. Not necessarily, although in these days, it does not take 
such a long time to bring Congress together, and we would probably 
be fighting by the time Congress was called together. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. In case of sudden attack this resolu- 
tion authorizes the President as Commander in Chief of the Army 
to take the steps necessary with our Armed Forces to resist Commu- 
nist aggression if these countries want that help. 

Mr. Green. Well, when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor we 
did not wait for a declaration of war to fire back at them. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I don’t think we would in this case. 

Mr. Green. I don’t think we would. 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. We criticized President Truman for 
not asking Congress’ approval when he went into Korea and many of 
us felt that he should have asked. 

At the present time President Eisenhower feels that while he may 
have the authority as Commander in Chief to meet the threat if it 
should come it is wise to have the American people say through their 
Congress in advance what position we are going to take and give 
Russia warning ahead of time not to make any attack of that sort. 
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Mr. Green. As I said in answer to an earlier question, I would not 
say that it was absolutely useless, but what I fear is that it does not do 
the main thing. 

You say, that it is not intended to do the main thing. 


UNITED NATIONS HANDLING OF MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM 


Senator Smirn of New Jersey. This is not intended to. The other 
aspect is being handled by the U.N. You mentioned some testimony 
before the U. N. That is going on every day in an attempt to get a 
settlement of the immediate Israel-Arab proposition. It was felt 
that we should give our support there so we are not bypassing the 
main question which as you point out is a red-hot one. I agree with 
you that it ought to be handled by the nations of the world and get 
settled just as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Green. And I would say, Senator, that although we might take 
some action to that end through the U, N. we certainly ought not to 
limit the action we take to action through the U. N. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. I agree with you entirely. 

I think we all agree on that and I think the administration — 
on that. The U. N. should go into negotiations to get the problem 
worked out. We are hopeful that those resolutions will be passed in 
a way that Israel can withdraw and we will get progress toward 
settlement. 

I think you are laboring under a misapprehension if you feel this 
resolution was supposed to solve the problems like the Suez and the 
Israel-Arab. 

Mr. Green. I did not think it was, it obviously is not. What I 
am saying is that we must not feel that by passing this resolution we 
can forget these other things. 

Senator Suir of New Jersey. I agree with you on that. Weare 
all agreed on that. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman, 

Chairman Green. Mr. Hickenlooper? 


KNOWLEDGE OF THE AREA 


Senator HickenLoorer. Ambassador Green, when did you leave 
Jordan in your official capacity ? 

Mr. Green. In the late summer of 1953. 

Senator HickeNnLoorrr. Have you had any official connection with 
the State Department since that time in connection with these 
matters ? 

Mr. Green. Briefly thereafter, until the end of the fall. 

_ Senator HickeN.oorrr. But since that time you have not been 
intimately associated with developments in that area from an official 
standpoint ? 

Mr. Green. Not officially, no, sir. 

Senator HickeNtoorrr. Except as you read the newspapers and as 
you get information from friends you may have there? 

Mr. Green. Yes, I keep uP a heavy correspondence on that subject, 

_ Senator Hicken.oorrr. Therefore I take it that you are not in- 
timately connected with collateral and associated matters that have 
developed since that period in the neighboring Arab States? 
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Mr. Green. I have no official knowledge. 
I think that I am pretty well informed about them. I have no 
official connection any more. 


THE PALESTINE MANDATE 


Senator HickENLoorer. Now, isn’t it true that the Palestine man- 
date out of which the territory which is now Israel was carved, was 
set up by agreement of the League of Nations after World War I? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hickenioorer. And isn’t it also true that protectorates 
set up under the League of Nations were generally assumed to be a 
primary long-range responsibility of the League of Nations? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. The State of Israel or the territory of Israel 
was set up during that period as a homeland for the Jews who cared 
to migrate there ? 

Mr. Green. Well, they were permitted to migrate into the whole 
of Palestine, not the certain part that is now Israel. 

Senator Hickentoorer. I am not talking about the recognition of 
the sovereign State of Israel. 

T am talking about the area set up to which Jews were invited to 
migrate with certain restrictions and limitations during that period. 

Mr. Green. That is correct. 

Senator Hicken Looper. That period was between World War I and 
World War II. 


INCREASING ENMITY BETWEEN JEWS AND ARABS 


Do you feel during your experience there that the feeling between 
the Jews and the Arabs increased in hostility compared to what it 
might have been historically before that time? 

Mr. Green. Yes; because before that time there was no hostility. 
There were only 7 percent of Jews in that area. 

Senator HickeN.Looprr. Yes. 

Mr. Green. And they lived in peace and amity with their neigh- 
bors, the Christians and Moslems. 

Senator Hicken Looper. Yes. 

Mr. Green. The enmity increased for two reasons: 

First, because they came in in such overwhelming numbers. 

There were certain limitations, lega] limitations on the immigration 
into the country just as we have legal limitations on the amount of 
immigration into this country, but they paid no attention to those 
limitations and swarmed in. That made their Arab neighbors feel 
that there.was becoming too many of them. 

The second reason was that as the mandate developed, it began to 
be seen that that element among the Jews who wanted to set up an 
independent state, not merely live as Jewish citizens of Palestine but 
set up an independent state of Israel, were becoming powerful and that 
the time was going to come when they would be a danger to the Arab 
population. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Was the so-called Stern gang in existence 
prior to or after World War IT? 
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Mr. Green. The Stern gang was prior and the gang still exists. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. It caused a great deal of trouble with the 
clandestine charter of ships to get extra Jewish emigrants into Pales- 
tine—that is, over and above the limitations that had been put on of 
annual migration ? 

Mr. Green. They did have a great deal of trouble. 

Senator HickenLoorrer. They even turned ships back and took 
immigrants off of ships and took them back to Cyprus and Greece 
and so forth ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hicxen.Loorer. Then after World War II in 1948 this 
country recognized Israel, as a sovereign state, did it not ? 

Mr. Green. It did. 

Senator Hicken.Loorer. Some of the boundaries were left in abey- 
ance but others were generally set up at that time ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, this little map here gives boundaries as they were 
set up at that time. 

Senator Hickentoorer. But the Gaza Strip and certain other 
boundaries were left somewhat indefinite, were they not, in one or two 
places along the borders ? 

Mr. Green. Not that [know of. I don’t remember that. I thought 
that they were definite. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Well, I am talking about a few little areas 
where the boundaries were not fixed. 

Mr. Green. You may know better than I on that point, I don’t 
happen to remember. 


RECOGNITION OF ISRAEL 


Senator Hickentoorrr. Do you think the recognition by this coun- 
try of Israel as a sovereign state added to the irritation between Israel 
and the Arab countries ? 

Mr. Green. Very much so. 

Senator HickenLoorer. You therefore feel that the recognition by 
this country of Israel as a sovereign state was a mistake? 

Mr. Green. I do, sir. 


RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE IN MIDDLE EAST 


Senator HickENLoorrr. Now, with respect to this religious har- 
mony, especially between the Christians and the Moslems, which you 
say 1s in evidence, for instance in Jordan, I have read confirmation 
of that by others who have observed that there is a much greater toler- 
ance between the religions there than we generally are led to believe 
by propaganda. 

According to your information at the time years ago when the Jews 
lived in these Arab countries, was there a similar degree of tolerance 
and association, businesswise, socially, and otherwise? 

Mr. Green. That is right. 

Senator HickENLoorer. Now, did you during your experience come 
to any conclusion as to whether or not the creation of the State of 
Israel as a sovereign state had become a threat to the Arab States 
there since Zionism as such was a worldwide movement which had its 
focal point in Israel ? 

Mr. Green. There is a strong feeling to that effect. 
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FEAR OF ISRAEL EXPANSION 


Senator Hickentoorer. In the Arab States is there a feeling that 
a movement of worldwide Zionism in which a certain type of allegi- 
ance among Jews over the world is given to Israel threatens to expand 
the border of Israel at some future time and is a threat to the integrity 
of the Arab States? 

Mr. Green. You see, sir, the Israelis, several of the political parties, 
are always working to bring more of the Jews from the outside world 
into the country. It is perfectly obvious that if immigration cen- 
tinues indefinitely, they can’t live in the territory that they now have. 
Therefore, their neighbors live in constant fear of an attempt to ex- 
pand and annex more territory, to house more people, The Israelis 
are constantly. using, the expression, “Jews living in exile.” They 
mean those that live abroad, in the United States and elsewhere. 

That, sounds very strange to us and to some of my Jewish friends 
but that expression is being used all the time in Israeli official docu- 
ments and speeches. . 

When.I was Ambassador I used to read the Jerusalem Post, which 
is the Government-sponsored paper of Israel—it is a good English 
newspaper. It was forbidden to bring the paper into Jordan but 
every Ambassador and every cabinet officer had it on his desk by noon 
because, it was the best paper we could get. I don’t now how it came, 
it was brought in some way, and I read in it one day about a group 
of young American rabbis who had,just become rabbis, who went over 
to visit Israel to see what Israel was like, and when it came time to 
leave they were given a dinner at which a member of the cabinet made 
a speech, in which he said, “You live in exile, you should not go back 
into.exile. You should stay here in your own country.” 

Well, it is that kind of thing that. the Arabs read in the papers. 

Senator HickENLooperR. Yes. 


ode ROLE OF THE U, N..IN [HE MIDDLE EAST 


With respect to the mandated territory that was set up between 
World War I and World War II, since World War IT that has been 
considered to be one of the prime responsibilities of the United 
Nations; has it not been? 

Mr. Green.. I don’t know that it is any more of their responsibility 
than some other areas. 

Senator HickenLooper. Well, I don’t mean the prime, but one of the 
prime responsibilities, 

In other words, the United Nations has sent settlement teams and 
observation teams there and has attempted to use its good offices, 

Mr. Green. The big thing that the United Nations has done there 
is to feed the refugees, That is quite a big job, 


PEACE ATTEMPTS IN THE AREA 


Senator Htcxenioorer. The United Nations is undertaking to’ in- 
spect alleged border raids and to attempt to stop them? , 
Mr. Green. Yes; sir. 
Senator Hickenvooprr. And to attempt to bring the so-called war 
ng Israel and Egypt and perhaps soine of the other cotintries to 
a close ? ! | 
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Mr. Green. That last phrase I can hardly agree with, Senator. 
Up to that point it was correct but I don’t know that they have tried 
to bring about a peace treaty between Israel and her neighbors. They 
have tried to keep the peace. 

I strongly recommend to the committee this book written by an 
American. naval officer who. was one of the men who was out there 
on the job trying to keep peace. I think that there is more information 
in very brief scope in this book. 

Chairman Green. For the record, will you identify the book? 

Mr. Green. It is on the background of the present difficulties. The 
book is “Violent Truce.” And the subtitle is, “A Military Observer 
Looks at the Arab-Israeli Conflict.” The author is Comdr. E. Hutchi- 
son, an American naval officer. 

Senator H1ckeN.oorer. I seem to remember that the United Nations 
has repeatedly had committees, missions, and so on in that territory, 
attempting to settle the disputes which have arisen after the so- 
called armistice and attempting to get some kind of a firm and final 
settlement of both boundary matters and other matters including 
refugee matters. ji 

Mr. Green. I know of no attempt to get a firm boundary settlement. 

Senator HickENLooper. Have thats Son any attempts on the part 
of, other. nations to get a firm boundary settlement there? 

Mr. Green. Yes, last winter, sir. Sir Anthony Eden when he came 
to the United States brought with him a proposition which he pre- 
sented to our State Department, to settle a firm boundary there. 

ponstee Hickenroorer. Was that to be settled by force or by agree- 
ment 

Mr. Green. By agreement, but agreement under pressure if 
necessary. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Where was the pressure to come from? 

Mr. Green. As I understand it the pressure was to come from Brit- 
ain and the United States. 

Senator, HickenLoorer. And not the United Nations? 

Mr. Green. I don’t know whether it was to go through the United 
Nations or not. I don’t know whether the actual means that it was 
ve ree to take—— 

enator HickENnLoorer. Isn’t the United Nations now proposing to 
send a United Nations force to police the Gaza strip and certain other 
areas of dispute where border raids have occurred ? 

Mr. Green. It is. But this proposal that I speak of that Sir An- 
thony Eden brought over here last year went far beyond that. It was 
a [Deleted or peace between Israel and her neighbors. 

eleted. 

r. Green. I never heard of it and I am sure I would have had it 
been done, because my colleagues out there and I, a group of ambassa- 
dors in. these, neighboring states worked in very close harmony, and 
had one of the ambassadors carried out a message of that kind, I think 
T would have known it. 

Senator, HickenLoorer. Of course, any settlement of boundaries 
on Jordan and Israel would not have settled the Gaza strip dispute? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. 

Senator Hickentoorrr, Would it have settled the Bay of Aqaba? 

Mr. Green: No, sir... 
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EFFECT ON ISRAEL OF YARMUK DAM 


Senator Hioxen.oorer. With regard to the Yarmuk River, which is 
the most important tributary of the River Jordan, what exact effect 
would it have upon Israel, for instance, if a dam were placed within 
Jordan and the water of the most important tributary to the Jordan 
River were diverted solely in Jordan to irrigate Jordan land? 

Mr. Green. Practically none at all. The little piece of Israel which 
is in the Jordan Valley, is irrigated from the Sea of Galilee, and the 
other scheme was for irrigation of the lower part of the valley from 
the Yarmuk. 

Now in regard to that of which I spoke of rather disrespect fully —- 

Senator Hicken woorer. I saw the map you referred to and I am 
sorry the map does not have national boundaries in it. I think that is 
an excellent criticism. 

Mr. Green. Well, that scheme provided for the storage of the 
Yarmuk’s waters in the Sea of Galilee under the jurisdiction of 
Israel. That point alone was enough to make it completely unpalat- 
able to any Arab State, whereas the Bunger plan and the new plan 
which has been evolved provided for the storage of the water in the 

Yarmuk itself. 

Senator CareHarr. Where would this dam on the Yarmuk be? 

Mr. Green. One end in Syria and one end in Jordan. The Yarmuk 
River runs from east. to west and comes into the Jordan River just 
below the Sea of Galilee. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Was Syria willing to agree on it? 

Mr. Green. Syria was in on it. Syria and Jordan made what 
practically amounted to a treaty for the building of the dam. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. And therefore entered no objection to it? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir; and would have had no objection to it. A 
great deal of electric power 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Where does the water of the Jordan River 
enter the Dead Sea or Galilee? 

Mr. Green. It flows out of the Sea of Galilee into the Dead Sea. 

Senator Hicken Looper. Between the points where the Yarmuk 
River enters the Jordan River to the Dead Sea does the water flow 
through any Israeli territory ? 

Mr. Green. For about one-third of its course the river divides 
Israel and Jordan. The rest of the way it flows through Jordan 
Territory. 





DISPUTE OVER WATER 


Senator Hickenwoorer. I have heard many times that the Israeli 
Government. was objecting violently to the use of water above her 
territory as prejudicial to her needs for irrigation and that both 
sides have made rather extravagant claims on that water. 

In other words, the Israelis claim they are entitled to a far greater 
percentage of the water than some impartial observers might think 
they are entitled to. And the Jordanians want a far greater per- 
centage of water. They are poles apart on the sharing of the water 
on that territory. 

Mr Green. I don’t think it is as bad as that. 

There are some differences of opinion, but the technical experts 
could get together easily enough and have got together. The difficulty 
is at the statesman level. the government level. 
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Senator HickeNLoorer. That is a point I am perfectly willing to 
agree on. The technicians can get together but it may not be simple 
to get the agreement of the governments of these two countries on a 
blueprint and some engineering specifications. 

Mr. Green. The original plan and the present plan, both provide 
for a scheme which could be integrated with an Israeli scheme if 
peace is ever brought about. 

Senator Hickenvoorer. And if the Israelis would agree to it? 

Mr. Green. May I show you this map, Senator. It makes clear 
the relationship there—there is the Sea of Galilee and here is the 
Jordan coming out of it. Here isthe Yarmuk River coming out here. 
There is the boundary of Israel and all the rest of that valley is 
Jordan, everything on this side and on this side. 

Senator Hicken Looper. So that it flows completely through Jordan 
territory for two-thirds of its way? 

Mr. GREEN. Yes, sir. 


ATTEMPT AT PEACE IN THE AREA 


Senator HickenLoorrer. Now, Mr. Ambassador, I do not think you 
will find any substantial dissent or disagreement to the statement that 
permanent peace between Israel and the Arab States and among the 
Arab States is not only the most desirable thing but the thing that 
would solve these problems. 

But I suggest that the United States and other nations have, as 
free nations of the world, been striving to bring about peace for a 
long time. The formula has not yet been completely illuminated, 
and the resolution that we are talking about, as Senator Smith pointed 
out, as I read it and as I understand it, is not intended to solve that 
particular political problem there. It is a statement of policy rather, 
which will give some assurance to these countries in the Middle East 
that may live more or less in fear of Communist aggressive action, 
that if they are aggressively attacked by armed communism, they 
will not be friendless. 

I further understand the resolution to have the following intent. 
If the Arab countries can get a greater degree of confidence in their 
own security from armed Communist attack they can be more assured 
of working within themselves to eliminate Communist infiltration in 
their own countries. To that extent this resolution would hope to 
give them a greater degree of security or a feeling of security against 
attack so that they could with greater confidence work within their 
own countries since they are assured that they would not be alone 
in event of an attack. 

Now, I don’t envision this resolution as an overall solution to the 
problem. 

It is one step toward certain assurances, which those people appar- 
ently feel lacking now. They feel rather exposed. 

Mr. Green. I would say, sir, that most of the Arab States do not 
feel any fear of military invasion on the part of the Communists. 
The states that. fear that are Turkey, which is not an Arab State, and 
Iran, which is not an Arab State, and one Arab State. The one Arab 
State that fears it is Iraq. But the other Arab States don’t live in 
fear of an armed invasion. They do live in fear, their governments 
and most of the people live in fear of infiltration. 
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FEAR OF COMMUNIST AGGRESSION 


Senator Hickenoorer. Do you feel there is some apprehension on 
the part of other Arab States that Syria, for instance, may accept 
more and more Communist aid and possibly eventually come under 
the domination of international communism and launch an attack on 
some Middle Eastern State? 

Mr. Green. I do not know that they have arrived at the point of 
fearing that. 

Senator Hicken oorrr. I think there has been some testimony that 
that has been a growing situation. 

Mr. Green. Certainly, sir, Syria is the Arab State that is the most 
dangerous at the present time, that has the strongest Communist 
influence. 

Senator Htcken.oorrr. I want to conclude because I don’t want to 
take any more time than necessary. 

I would like to discuss this matter with you for a long, long time 
but there are others on the committee. 


POSSIBLE EFFECT OF A COLLAPSE OF JORDAN 


This is a hypothetical question at this moment. In event Jordan 
should collapse and disintegrate until responsible government became 
nonexistent, what are some of the possibilities that might happen? 

Would there be temptation for Israel to seize some of that territory ? 
Would there be temptation for some of the Arab countries to seize 
some of the Jordan territories for their own devices against Israel? 

Would there be a tendency on the part of those neighboring states 
to attempt to divide up the territory of Jordan if there had been such 
a collapse, and would that contribute greatly to unrest and dis- 
satisfaction ? 

Mr. Green, It is terribly hard, Senator, to answer such a hypo- 
thetical question as that. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. It is not a philosophic, but a speculative 
discussion. 

Mr, Green. Well, I would speculate that if Jordan were to collapse 
socially, economically, and politically, the first thing that would hap- 
pen would be an Israeli advance to seize a great chunk of Jordanian 
territory. 

I think that that would immediately bring about an attempt on the 
part of the other Arab States to fight Israel. 

Senator Hickentoorrr. May I give a rather crude analogy but 
maybe an appropriate one at that. When Germany invaded Poland 
in World War II the Russians immediately went in from the other 
side and took a part of Poland. 

Would there be 


solidify their positions and take control over portions of Jordan? 


a temptation on the part of the Arab States to | 
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Mr. Green, Senator, if you don’t. mind, I don’t like hypothetical | 


questions like that. I ean only answer by the purest guesswork. 


Senator Hicken.oorer. I submit, Mr. Ambassador, you have given 


several speculative answers here today on matters with which you 
have not: been very familiar in the last few years. _ 
Mr. Green. I have tried hard to answer the questions. 
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Senator Hickentoorer. I thought as long as we were talking in a 
speculative field perhaps speculation along that line might be worth 
while. I think ag or somebody raised a very pertinent issue as to 
whether or not the State of Jordan could survive. 

I know that nobody has a completely accurate crystal ball for looking 
into the future. I was just trying to canvass the various possibilities 
that might result from an economic or political collapse in Jordan, and 
whether there might not be an attempt on both sides to move in and 
squeeze out that territory. 

That, of course, might bring a clash between the Israelis and other 
Arab States. 

Mr. Green. I think it certainly would. 

Senator Hickenwoorer. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will not 
pursue any more questions. 

Chairman Green. Have you finished? 

Senator Hicken.ooper. If there is another opportunity I might ask 
the Ambassador some more questions but I will desist at the moment. 

If you finish with him this evening I shan’t ask any more questions. 

Chairman Green. Are you willing to go on for a little? 

There are not many left here to ask questions. 

Mr. Green. If you wish, sir. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Ambassador, I will be quite brief. 

I will say that your testimony is one of the most revealing I have 
ever heard and I think it has been quite helpful indeed. 

Mr. Green. Thank you very much, sir. 


WASTE IN UNITED STATES AID PROGRAM TO JORDAN 


Senator Stennis. I notice here on the memorandum on page 2 on 
the date of August 25, 1956, as it is listed, it says: 

Jordan demanded a complete revision of the United States aid operations in 
that country charging waste and inefficiency. 

Frankly, I did not know about that. 

That was about the time that we recessed here for the year, and does 
that mean that the Government officially made a statement to this 
effect ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, Senator. I know nothing about it except at 
second hand. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. ‘ 

Mr, Green, Except what I read in the press and what [ heard from 
some of my former colleagues. It was a request for a reorganization 
on the charge of waste and inefficiency. 

Senator Srennis. You said that you knew of evidence of that but 
you said that you thought the aid planned nevertheless had done some 
good, some substantial good there. 

Would you elaborate on that just a little briefly ? 

wr GreEN. Well, the aid plan has certainly done a great deal of 
good. 

Senator Stennis. In what way? 

Mr. Green. In building school buildings, in building @ hospital, in 
building a medical laboratory, a thing they did not have in the king- 
dom before, by constructing a water-spreading device by which certain 
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land which had been completely worthless became rich agricultural 
land, and so on. 

Senator Srennis. Now the people are really getting the benefit, 
then, of improvements / 

Mr. Green. They certainly are, sir. 

Senator Srennis. The spread is general and the public generally 
gets the benefit of the improvements; is that correct ? 

Mr. Green. With respect to one point you asked whether I had 
seen evidence of waste. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. Green. It is a very minor thing but it might illustrate what I 
mean as asymptom. 

[ Deleted. ] 


Senator Stennis. Well, thank you for that illustration. 
ABSORPTION OF REFUGEES 


These refugees you referred to, they are not permitted to find jobs 
in the local economy, are they? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. Insofar as they can, but the local economy 
is pretty well filled up. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Mr. Green. I gave the illustration earlier in my testimony of my 
neighbors who were refugees, a physician, a contractor, a stone mason, 
an architect, they all were integrated with the economy but the poor 
farmer without any land, without any farm animals and with no imple- 
ments can’t get integrated into the economy. 

Senator Stennis. Well, there are not any appreciable number except 
the very superior ones that get into the loca] economy anyway, even 
though they are artisans and craftsmen. 

Mr. Green. No, sir, the superior ones, certainly, a stone mason for 
instance can get work. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

I believe you said if they had peaceful relations, a constabulary 
of a thousand men would be enough in your judgment? 

Mr. Green. I should think so, something about that. 

Senator Srennts. I believe that covers the points with what has 
been covered here already. 


FEAR OF AGGRESSION IN THE AREA 


T want to ask this, Mr. Green, do you think Turkey is in danger of 
military attack now? 

You said a while ago you did not think certain countries were. Did 
you except Turkey then? 

Mr. Green. I said Turkey had fear of it. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. Green. When you think of the geographical position of Turkey 
square up against the Soviet Union, and with the Dardanelles that 
the Russians have for centuries and centuries yearned to control they 
naturally live in fear. 

Senator Stennis. It is the smaller countries on down further that 
you were referring to? 

Mr. Green. That is right. 





¢ 
t 
¢ 
y 
2 
fi 





bs 


ny 
on, 
yor 
le- 


pt 


ren 


for 


ry 


has 


of 
Did 


key 
hat 
hey 


hat 


AEE SAE AT 2 


CER PRRES TLL 


TREES RB TE TO 


THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 701 


Senator Stennis. That they feared infiltration but not military 
attack. 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. I believe that is all, thank you. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Aiken / 


EDUCATION IN JORDAN 


Senator Arxen. Ambassador Green, you indicated there was Com- 
munist infiltration among the student bodies in Jordan. I assume you 
refer to the higher education of students ? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. There are no institutions of higher learning in 
Jordan. What I meant was at the schoolboy level, the high-school boy 
level. Their high schools go a little farther than ours so it is the boys 
around 18. 

Senator Arken. What in general are the educational facilities in 
Jordan ¢ 

Mr. Green. There are schools, lower schools, and what we would 
call high schools and a little beyond available to pretty nearly any- 
one, but the men who want university education go either to the 
American University at Beirut, I may mention the fact at one time 
when I was out there the Cabinet consisted of 13 members of whom 7 
were graduates of that American institution, or they go to England, 
a great many of them. Some of my best friends there among the Arabs 
were Oxford and Cambridge men. They go to the University of Paris, 
and when I was there my recollection is that there were 85 Jordanians 
studying in universities and technical schools in this country. 

Senator Arken. Are the schools in Jordan operated by the Govern- 
ment ? 

Mr. Green. There are Government schools and there are church 
schools. The principal schools in Amman itself, for example, are 
the Moslem College, which you can see by its name is run by a Moslem 
group, an English school run by the Church of England’s missionaries, 
a Roman Catholic school run by Franciscan monks, and, let’s see— 
those were the leading high schools. 

Senator A1rxen. That Friends school was where ? 

Mr. Green. There was a very fine Friends school on the West Bank, 
but that is not in Amman. 

Senator Arken. The reason I ask is that I have an acquaintance 
who has not been able to get a passport to travel in Jordan officially 
to visit one of the schools there, particularly the Friends School. 

Do you think it would be unsafe for Americans to travel in Jordan 
at this time? 

Mr. Green. I should think so, but I am not the person to speak 
authoritatively on that point. 

Senator Arken. This infiltration you speak of is in the native 
schools largely, rather than those conducted by the various churches? 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Senator Arken. Is it true that these refugees are finding a good 
deal of employment on the highway projects which are carried on 
under our assistance programs ? 

Mr. Green. Not a great deal, sir. 

Senator Arken. Nota great deal? 
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Mr. Green. No; it does not scratch the surface of the problem. 

Senator Arken. As I understand it, we have not allocated any funds 
for fiscal year 1957 for projects in Jordan, but up until the time of 
the attack on Egypt a program was going on. 

Was that ceevinah on under the allocation for fiscal year 1956? 

Mr. Green. I am not informed about that. 

Senator Arcen. I don’t think I have any more questions, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Ambassador, let me thank you on behalf of 
the joint committees for your appearance here and for the great amount 
of explicit valuable information which it did not otherwise have and 
which you have given here today. 

I hope that you have given the information tirelessly, and I hope 
that you have left nothing unsaid that you wanted to say. 

Mr. Green. Thank you very much for those remarks, Senator; I 
appreciate that very much. 

I was thinking today when I came in here that my first appear- 
ance before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations was 27 years 
age, and that I have appeared before the committee many times since. 
This was the pleasantest and most agreeable appearance that I have 
ever had before the committee. 

Senator Funsrient. I certainly thank you, Mr. Ambassador. I 
think you made a great contribution to our hearings. 

Mr. Green. [ hope it is of some use. 

Chairman Green. The committee is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 5: 15 p. m., the committee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m. Thursday, February 7, 1957.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1957 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
ComMiITTrEE ON Foreign RELATIONS AND 
Com™itTrez on ArMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committees met, pursuant to recess, at 10: 15 a. m., in room 212, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Theodore Francis Green (chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations) presiding. 

Present: Senators Green (chairman) presiding, Fulbright, Spark- 
man, Humphrey, Mansfield, Smith of New Jersey, Aiken, and Hicken- 
looper, of the Committee on Foreign Relations; 

enators Russell (chairman of the Committee on Armed Services), 
Byrd, Stennis, Symington, Saltonstall, Smith of Maine, Case, Bar- 
rett, and Bush, of the Committee on Armed Services. 

Also present: Harold Sims, special assistant to the Assistant Secre- 
tary of State for Congressional Relations. 

thairman GREEN. The meeting will please come to order. 

The joint committees are scheduled today to hear Ambassador 
Henry Byroade and former Ambassador Jefferson Caffery. 

Ambassador Byroade has come from his post in South Africa, and 
former Ambassador Caffery has come from his place of retirement in 
Rome to be with the committee, 

Mr, Caffery will appear at 2: 30 this afternoon. 

Mr. Byroade, who is here, appears at the request of the committee. 
He was Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs from 
1952 to 1955 and was Ambassador to Egypt from 1955 to 1956. 

I learned from Mr. Byroade that he would like to make a brief 
statement at the beginning, and I suggest that he be allowed to make 
that statement first. When he is iotahed the committee can proceed 
in the usual order of questioning. 

Mr. Ambassador, will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY BYROADE, AMBASSADOR TO UNION 
OF SOUTH AFRICA AND FORMER AMBASSADOR TO EGYPT 


Mr. Byroapg. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear again before 
these committees on matters relating to the Middle East. I do so, 
however, feeling inadequacy due to the following points: 

1. I now hold the post of Ambassador to the Union of South Africa, 
and as such am of course not in a position of responsibility in connec- 
tion with these matters. 

2. I departed from the Middle East area some 5 months ago on 
my new assignment, and am consequently not up to date on develop- 
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ments there. These have been, as the committees know, of major 
importance, and hence leave me feeling quite out of date on the area. 

3. In view of the above, it is obvious that I have been in no way 
connected with the preparation of or thinking behind the resolution 
that has been placed before you. ¥ 

I have, of course, followed closely such information on the resolu- 
tion and on these hearings as has been available to me in South Africa, 
and have done my best to become more fully informed since my 
recent arrival here. Based upon this I should like to volunteer the 
following: 

SUPPORT OF RESOLUTION 


I believe this resolution to be an essential step in the right direction 
and MeN urge upon you its earliest consideration and final 
approval, 

" t is not possible, as an ambassador to any post, to be fully cognizant 
of all the information relative to a potential military threat that is 
available here in the Capitol, and testimony in this regard had best be 
left with those in authority here. 

I feel certain, however, knowing somewhat about the various emo- 
tions, desires, and fears of this part of the world, that the feeling of 
insecurity has most probably materially increased in a large part 
of the area due to recent events. 

I believe that governments who have this fear—and countless per- 
sons who have a passion for freedom from domination from anywhere, 
and, who see the encroaching dangers of Soviet penetration into the 
Middle East—will be Soaontaeet and have resolve for heightened 
resistance if this provision expressing the determination of the United 
States is passed in a manner that leaves no doubt as to our unity of 
purpose. 

As contrasted to the military field, it is possible, as an ambassador in 
the field, to have a greater knowledge of the economic life of the area, 
and of its needs, as these are of a longer range nature and apparent 
before one’s eyes. 

ECONOMIC ASPECTS 


It is, therefore, the economic aspects of the resolution that I would 
emphasize. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee has heard me 
testify in many yearly appropriation hearings of the importance of 
such assistance to this area. 

Having seen at first hand the standard of living in at least some of 
these countries, at a time when increased education and mass public 
information makes them more aware of their lot in comparison, and 
where the graduate is far too often without hope of opportunity—I 
question whether there can be any real stability in this strategic area 
without economic progress, which in many cases just cannot get 
started without outside assistance. 

If one adds to this general state of affairs, the losses that have been 
caused by recent events, then I would say the need is great, anid most 
probably in some cases, acute. I do not bow the exact magnitude of 


such recent losses but I do know that the existing structures might well 
not stand reverses of any such magnitude. 
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FLEXIBILITY 


One of these committees has also heard me more than once stress 
the need for flexibility in connection with assistance to this part of the 
world, and I personally regret that the period of such flexibility as 
would be granted under this resolution is so limited. 

The procedures we learned while working with our friends in 
Europe are often not well adapted to an uncertain and suspicious part 
of the world. There are certain fundamentals which I think we must 
maintain, but we should make certain our conditions really are fun- 
damentals, and be willing to see them expressed in the simplest of lan- 
guage devoid of legalisms. 

Thinking of the continuing problems before us in areas such as the 
Middle East, I would recommend that a great deal of thought be de- 
voted to this subject prior to the next regular appropriations. 

I should like respectfully to urge all speed feasible in handling this 
resolution, consistent of course with the provision of ample oppor- 
tunity for the Congress to thoroughly examine all its aspects. ‘Testi- 
mony to this effect has been given by those more conversant than I with 
the current situation. 


NEED FOR URGENT CONSIDERATION 


I should like, however, to add this thought. We should avoid to the 

greatest extent possible, consistent with our normal legislative process, 
rolonged public discussion of measures for this part of the world. 

The quicker we can reach the stage of speaking with authority, di- 
rectly and quietly, with leaders there, the better our chances of suc- 
cess. The longer the people of the area read in the papers discus- 
sion as to what we are going to do for them, about them, or to them, 
the chances grow slimmer of our producing something that govern- 
ments can accept—for not understanding our system, they take this 
decision process of ours as treating them as wards and inequals in 
that we take decisions affecting them without consultation. 

Finally, I should like to stress that no one should think that passage 
of this resolution will lessen the need for continued and urgent atten- 
tion to the basic problems of the Middle East. The President in his 
message made this clear. 

Whether the Middle East is eventually lost will depend in my opin- 
ion on whether the basic problems there—within the area, as well as 
with the West—can be solved. Of these, the Arab-Israeli problem 
stands out as being of paramount importance, but there are other 
issues—such as the pattern of trade for at least a part of the area, 
and those revolving around so-called colonial or imperialistic issues— 
that cannot be ignored. 

There is not, or was not at least when I last saw the Middle East 
picture, any real danger of that area turning Communist out of wide- 
spread and popularly held ideological conviction and there is, I be- 
heve, a great deal of public confusion on this point. 

Soviet penetration has been eased not from any desire of the peoples 
of parts of the area to choose the Soviet system of government, or to 
side with Russia in any cold or hot war concept. 
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It is rather that Russia has moved in to support one side against 
the other on these fundamental problems of the area. This oppor- 
tunity must be denied the Soviets by doing all within our power to 
ease and eventually see solved these disruptive points of discord. 

I believe this resolution gives an umbrella under which to work but 
that further, rather than less, action by the Congress may well even- 
tually become necessary before some of these problems are solved. 

Mr. Chairman, again with the feeling of inadequacy I expressed 
in the beginning. I am happy to place myself at your disposal and I 
hope to be as helpful as possible to these committees. 

Chairman Green. Thank you for your statement. I think it per- 
haps would be well to go back a little to understand the present situa- 
tion. 















DOWNFALL OF NAGUIB 






Chairman Green. What brought about the downfall of General 
Naguib and the rise of Colonel Nasser ? 

(Procedural discussion deleted. ) 

Mr. Byroapg. Thank you,sir. [ Deleted. ] 
Chairman Green. There is one other question I would like to ask. 







SEIZURE OF CANAL 





What in your judgment led Colonel Nasser to seize the Suez 
Canal Co. ? 

Mr. Byroapg. I think the basic underlying cause was probably a 
feeling of need as Egyp. does not have great resources. She has 
the Nile waters which produce cotton and food and she has location. 
That is about all she has to sell. [ Deleted. | 

Senator Russe. I did not get that. 

Mr. Byrroape. I said I think the underlying reason why he took 
over the canal was to try to get the profits from the canal for his 
country. 

Senator Stennis. Profits? 

Mr. Byroapeg. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Green. What do you mean by “profits” ? 

Mr. Byrroapr. Well, some of this capital profits that were going 
outside Egypt, he would want them for Egypt. 

Chairman Green. You mean pecuniary profits? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Green. Senator Russell, have you any questions? 

Senator Russet. Yes; a few. 

Mr. Byroade, you were, I believe, on the middle eastern desk before 
you went to Egypt? 

Mr. Byrroapr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russruu. Is there any truth in reports that representatives 
of our Government encouraged Colonel Nasser and his group to oust 
General Naguib and assume power ? ) 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir. I am positive there is no truth in that. 
[ Deleted. ] 


























COMMUNIST INFILTRATION 







Senator Russetx. You say that there was no substantial Commu- 
nist infiltration in Egypt? 
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Did I understand you to say that in your opening statement? 

Mr. Byroape. I was talking about the area as a whole. Yes; I 
would apply that to Egypt, at least when I left. If you are thinking 
of turning to communism because of a swing to their belief, ideology, 
I did not see much of that in Egypt. 

Of course, there is some of that across the Middle East, but I 
think the danger of Communist takeover of the old type of workin 
up from the bottom, creating cells, and so forth, had not inerea 
to any extent in Egypt. [Deleted.] 


BRITISH WITHDRAWAL FROM CANAL ZONE 


Senator Russetn. Now at the time you were on the middle eastern 
desk, we were strongly urging the British to get out of the canal zone, 
were we not, Mr. Byroade ? 

Mr. Byrroape. No, sir; I would not put it that way. We were 
strongly working to try to get an agreement that would be thought 
satisfactory by both sides. 

Senator Russeti. How about protecting our interests and the in- 
terests of Western Europe generally? 

Wasn’t that as important as getting an agreement with Britain on 
the Middle East? 

Mr. Brroape. Yes, sir; but. 1 think we thought then and I think 
now that an agreement satisfactory to both bides was very much in 
the interests of the United States. 

Senator Russretu. Do you think then that subsequent events vindi- 
cate our policy in that area ? 

Mr. Byroapz. I think there probably is not a “Yes” or “No” answer 
tothat. I feel this way, Mr. Senator. 

At that time we were plagued with an Egyptian crisis and an Iran- 
iancrisis. I think we were quite right to believe that settling those two 
points of discord, which affected the position of the West, not only 
of Britain but the West, across the whole area, I think that was a 
laudable goal. I personally feel that had that agreement been pos- 
sible a couple of years earlier, that some of the troubles in the Middle 
East might not have happened, but that of course is a matter of 
opinion. 

Senator Russet. That would have almost thrown it back during 
the administration of King Farouk; would it not? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. Yes; it would. 

Mr. Byrroape. I guess it would have. 

5 Senator Russeti. Why do you think that would have made it any 
etter ? 

Mr. Byrroapr. Well, maybe the 2-year figure was not correct, but 
I think it might have been possible to organize a defense system in 
the middle East that would have been less disruptive than the Bag- 
dad Pact turned out to be, had we been able to work with all the Arab 
States on that matter. 

You see, while she had a dispute with the West, Egypt felt she 
could not move out and make a new agreement with the West on ques- 
tions of defense, and in this long delay that followed, history does 
not stand still. 
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Others started organizing a defense, which made Egypt feel, rightly 
or wrongly, left out, and I think that has helped to create some of these 
problems. 

It is the type of thing that cannot be proved, Mr. Senator, but I 
believe that agreement was a good thing and the position of the British 
in Egypt came back to normal surprisingly fast, after that agreement. 

Senator Russexu. It did not stay very long, though. 

Mr. Byrroape. No, sir. There were other intervening developments, 


ASWAN DAM 


Senator Russeri. You were very much interested in the construc- 
tion of the Aswan Dam under the program that was there ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russeiy. Do you think that our withdrawal of that offer 
was a mistake ? 

Colonel Nasser gave that as his reason for seizing the canal which 
precipitated all the trouble. 

Mr. Byroape. Mr. Senator, seeing the problem only as Ambassador 
in Egypt, yes, I would say it was a mistake. But an Ambassador 
cannot know all the other factors that may influence the final decision. 
1 could not tell in the field whether it was any longer possible for us 
to get the authority or the funds to do it, or what the ffect would be on 
other countries, etc. 

The reason why I would have liked to see us able to do this is some- 
thing that goes into the next 20 or 30 years. I think a project such 
as this could be the difference as to whether there can be stability in 
Egypt no matter who is running the country 20 years from now. 

If you look.at it that way, and perhaps tinted somewhat with hu- 
manitarianism, because I have seen the life of these people and their 
standards of living, then one would be in favor of going ahead on the 
Aswan Dam. 

There may have been many other reasons unknown to me why we 
could or should not.do it. 


EXTENSION OF ASSISTANCE TO EGYPT 


Senator Russett. With your knowledge of the situation as it exists 
today, would you favor the extension of either military or economic 
assistance to Egypt under the terms of this resolution ? 

Mr. Byroape. Well, sir, I must say that I can’t be positive because 
I do not know what has happened in Egypt for 5 months. 

Tf it would be helpful to you, I would go on and say that I should 
not think military assistance would be in order, because of her military 
equipment from the Soviet Union. 

Senator Russeti. Of course the object of this is to get the Soviet 
Union out of the Middle East as I understand it. 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes, sir; but at the present time with the weapons 
that I think Egypt. probably has left, I think I would not favor it. 
I would most certainly not cut Egypt off on the economic side. 

I think that.is very important. 

Senator Russeti. We hear a great deal about the fanatical devotion 
to Colonel Nasser and the tremendous spirit of nationalism that has 
imbued the Egyptian. 
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Do you think that that has any basis? 

I mean, do you think it is correct that there is a tremendous spirit ? 

Mr. Byroape. J think intense nationalism is a real feeling which we 
find it difficult to fully comprehend. 

I do not think it is confined to Egypt. I think it is a general 
feeling across the Middle East, probably reaching its height in Egypt, 
Syria, and Jordan. [Deleted.] 

Senator Russetz. I get confused sometimes by the difference m 
opinion by experts in this area. 


UNDERSTANDING OF UNITED STATES CONSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM 


You made the remark in your opening statement about these people 
not understanding our system of Government. 

One of the strong reasons that is urged for the adoption of this 
resolution, particularly the military protection features of it, was 
that they had become experts in our constitutional system. 

Those are the words I think Mr. Dulles used, and they would not 
rely on the constitutional power of the President unless it was sup- 
ported by congressional action. 

I got the opinion from the other testimony here that these people 
had gone to great studies about our constitutional system and there 
were demands for the Congress to support the power. 

Mr. Byroape. I think the Secretary and I were thinking of dif- 
ferent things. When I wrote that I was thinking not of govern- 
mental leaders so much as I was people of the press and general public 
opinion. 

Parts of the area may see a lot of bad things in this that are not 
there unless they can be told they are not there. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Russet,. Mr. Byroade, at one time there were a number of 
reports in the press that when the Communist Egyptian arms trans- 
action finally was publicized and became generally known and we 
sent I believe it was Mr. Allen—he succeeded you, didn’t he, on the 
Middle East desk ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russeii. Sent him out there, that there was some official of 
our Government, I think he was attributed to another agency of Gov- 
ernment, who told Nasser that he need not pay any attention to what 
Allen had to say. 

Do you have any knowledge of that situation ? 

Mr. Byroape. That story, sir, I am very familiar with. 

It is being kept alive by someone. It was editorialized on to my 
knowledge last month, greatly to my disadvantage, in West Germany, 
Turkey, and Brazil, so it is still a current story. 

The Secretary of State and Mr. Allen have both denied that anyone 
attempted to interfere with this mission, and I would like to deny that 
as well on the record here, sir. 

Senator Russetzt. That is just a figment of someone’s imagination ? 

Mr. Byroape. Off the record I would be glad to clarify that if I 
might. _ 

Chairman Green. Is there objection ? 

You may proceed and tell us when you want to go on the record 
again. 

(Off the record.) 
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Senator Russeit. My next question: We know that all of the Arab 
eople are united on one thing, and that is their feeling about the 
Bete of Israel. 
Mr. Brroape. Yes, sir. 
Senator Russetx. Which I think is easily understood. But there is, 
is there not, a contest going on as to who, will be the real leader of the 
Arab world, and Colonel Nasser aspires to that position? ' [Deleted.] 


PEACE OVERTURES 


Senator Russett. Do you see any way to bring permanent stability 
to this area without some final peace treaty that is accepted in good 
faith by all of the Arab States and the State of Israel ? 

Mr. Byroapz, No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Russeti. Were any suggestions as to a possible or probable 
ee ever made to you by any of the representatives of the Arab 

tates when you were there 

Mr, Byroapeg. I hardly know how to answer that, sir. 

It is impossible to talk with an Arab more than 30 minutes, any 
Arab, without getting into the subject. 

Senator RussE.. i mean from any responsible officials of the Gov- 
ernment, that came from him directly as would be the case with the 
Western, World, or indirectly as I understand it, as the method em- 
ployed by the Arabs. 

(Off the record.) 

Senator Russett. Was Nasser known to you very well or known to 
our representatives personally before he came to power ? 
ior Byrroapz. I was in Washington then and I had never heard of 


im, 
(Off the record.) 
Senator Russeix. I believe I will ask one more question, Mr. Chair- 
man, if you will indulge me. 

If we do embark on a comprehensive economic program in this area, 
Mr. Byroade, it would have to last over a long period of years and be a 
program of considerable size to really be effective, would it not? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russet, Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Chairman Green. Senator Saltonstall, any questions? 

Senator Satronstaty. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Russell asked 
most of the questions that I had in mind. 

There are just one or two. 

Mr. Byroade, when Senator Stennis and Senator McClellan and 
Senator Kilgore and I were taken by you to see Colonel Nasser, I was 
impressed very much by his sincerity. There are two things he 
stressed at that time. 

One, nationalism as brought out by Senator Russell and he could 
not go into any Baghdad Pact or any other pact or he would lose lead- 
ership of the people. 

The second point was the army; if he did not have the backing of 
his army he would lose his position and he had to get arms for them and 
that we had fallen down in our agreements and that therefore he 
turned to Czechoslovakia. 

That is the impression that I carried away at that time and that is 
fairly accurate is it not? 
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Mr. Byrroape. Yes, that was the general nature of his remarks. 
[ Deleted. } 

Specifically on the Suez, I had thought for some years that Egypt 
might make an attempt to get control of the operation of the canal 
prior to 1968. 

I have never known how they might try that. I had assumed that 
they might try to negotiate it, and there would have been some reason- 
able points on their side if they had. 

So they may have at that time been planning as to how to get control 
of this operation. But we can’t really know. [Deleted.] 

Senator Satronstatu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Byroade. don’t think I have any further 
questions. 

Chairman Green. Senator Fulbright ? 


BRITISH WITHDRAWAL 


Senator Futsricut. Mr. Ambassador, I wondered if you would 

elaborate a little bit on your answer to Senator Russell regarding our 
art in negotiations leading to the British removal from the Suez 

Canal zone. Did we play a part init? What part did we play? 

Mr. Brroape. We were never, sir, in the negotiations, although there 
were efforts to get us in the actual negotiations. This is the type of 
thing that usually was on the agenda for foreign ministers’ meetings, 
whenever they would meet on Germany or whatnot, a source of trouble 
that they would talk over. We were never formally involved, sir. 

Senator Fursrient. What was our policy at that time? Was it to 
urge the British to leave, or not to leave? 

r. Byroapg. Our policy was simply to try to get an agreement 
there that was satisfactory to both sides, because we saw it as damaging 
everybody’s position in the area. 

Senator Futsricut. Did we make any requests or recommendations, 
to Egypt with regard to the security of the canal after Britain was 
to leave? 

Mr. Brroapg. If you mean physical security, that is troops, ob- 
viously there would be none there but Egyptian. 

Senator Futsricut. Well, any kind. Did we offer or ask for an 
alliance or agreement with regard to protection of the canal from 

t% 

itr, Byroape. Well, in this agreement, as I recall, Egypt agreed 
to abide by the Treaty of Constantinople, Treaty of 1888, respecting 
the freedom of traffic through the Suez Canal. That was in the pre- 
amble. But there was no discussion as to troop protection, that I 
could remember, that we ever had with Egypt. 

Senator Futsricut. Was there any kind of agreement? Did we 
look to the time when Britain was gone and the canal area would be 
subject to attack, perhaps, or infiltration? I just wonder, did you 
make any recommendations to the Department regarding what was 
to happen in that area after the British left? 

{ Deleted ] 

Senator FutpriaHt. Maybe I do not make myself clear, but I do 
not think the answer is responsive to the question. 

I merely asked what you recommended, since you were Assistant 
Secretary at that time, were you not? 
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Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Futsrient. What did you suggest to Egypt or request be 
done following the British withdrawal? At the point when we knew 
Britain was leaving, what provisions did you envisage to provide 
for the security of the canal after the British left ? 

Mr. Byroavg. I am not sure I can be specific as to a recommenda- 
tion, but I can tell you what my views were at that time. 

Senator Futsriexy. I did not hear that. 

Mr. Byroape. I can tell you what my views were at that time. 

Senator Fursrientr. Did you make any recommendations to the 
Department? 

Mr. Byroape. I am certain I did. 

Senator Futsricutr. What was their nature? 

Mr. Byroape. Well, I am trying to make a distinction, Mr. Senator, 
between specific recommendations, on which my memory isn’t good 
enough, and my general views. Obviously my recommendations would 
flow out of my views. 

What we had in mind at that time was a defense organization of 
the Middle East which would be worked out with Egypt and the other 
states of the area following that agreement. 

Senator Futsrigut. You mean you are talking of a Middle East 
defense organization ? 

Mr. Byroape. I am not talking about MEDO or MEC; but we 
hoped to be able, as soon as this base dispute sore with the West was 
healed, to be able to organize with the Arabs some kind of a defen- 
sive arrangement. 

Senator Futsricutr. That came later, I think. The question I am 
trying to ask is: Did you ask Nasser to make any agreement with re- 
gard to keeping the canal open and protecting it after the Br itish left? 

Mr. Byrroape. We didn’t ask Nasser, because we weren’t in the ne- 
gotiations. But Nasser agreed with the British in these negotiations 
to kep the canal open by reaffirming again his adherence to the 
Convention of 1888. 

Senator Futsrient. You say we weren’t involved. Is it quite accu- 

rate that our Ambassador played no part in it and did not have any 
consultative part in it? Because we are under the impression that 
he did. I do not know whether that impression is correct or not. 

You tell the committee we did not have anything to do with the 
negotiations leading to the British ouster from Suez. 

Mr. Brroape. Well, Ambassador Caffery, who was at that time— 
he will be on next, I understand—I am sure Ambassador Caffery was 
approached by and approached both sides on lots of this, but never, 
as I remember, sat at the table in negotiation. 

Senator Futpricnr. Well, I do not make myself clear. 

You were Assistant Secretary, and Ambassador Caffery would re- 
port to you about what was going on in the area, would he not ? 

Mr. Byrroapg. Through me, yes, sir. 

Senator Furprrenr. Did you ask the Egyptians to make any agree- 
ment regarding keeping it open? Did you request any agreement 
with us? 

Mr. Byroapr. We didn’t have to, because they had already agreed 
to it with the British. 

Senator Futsrigutr. Then the answer is “No,” is the point I am 
trying to make clear. 
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Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Senator Futsrientr. You did not agree with them on anything with 
regard to an agreement with us in keeping the canal open; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Byroape. Agreement with us, the answer is “No”; yes, sir. 

Senator Futsricut. In other words, we did not attempt to nego- 
tiate any commitments on the part of Egypt regarding the future of 
the canal after the withdrawal of Britain? 

Mr. Byroapr. To the best of my memory, the answer is “No,” 


ASWAN DAM 


Senator Fu.sricur. When did you first get interested in the Aswan 
Dam ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I would say 5 years ago. 

Senator Fursrient. Was that when you first became Assistant 
Secretary of State? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fursrient. How did you get interested? Who brought it 
to you, and how did you learn about it? 

Mr. Byroape. It is one of the things that one would hear about 
right away. This is not a new idea. It was talked about before 
Nasser was born. 

The demographic problem of Egypt is such that a project to give 
more land to Egypt would come to my attention early. 

Senator Futsricur. Well, that is a little vague. Was there a spe- 
cific project developed by engineers for the Aswan high dam in 
1952? Is that right, or not ? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t know how perfect they were, but the Egyp- 
tians had plans; yes, sir. 

Senator Fursricutr. And it appealed to you from the first time 
you saw it? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes; it did. 

Senator Futsricur. Did you recommend to our Governument that 
it be accepted and we participate and help with it? 

Mr. Byroape. Not at that time; no, sir. 

Senator Futsriegur. When did you? 

Mr. Byroapr. Let me answer it this way: At that time we had no 
appropriations for this area, and we didn’t have for some time 
later on. 

Senator Futsrieutr. Would this refresh your memory. According 
to a memorandum I have, November 6, 1954, an agreement was signed 
between the United States and Egypt whereby the latter would receive 
assistance in its economic development program. 

Among the projects planned was a new dam, the Aswan, on the Nile 
River. 

Does that refresh your memory / 

Mr. Byroapr. That is correct, to this extent: Within that appro- 
priation on the point 4 side, I think we let the Egyptians have some 
money for an engineering survey, but there was no commitment as 
to the dam construction itself. 

Senator Futsricur. An engineering survey of the Aswan Dam? 

Mr. Byrroapr. That is right. 
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Senator Futsrient. Out of that, did there develop the plan which 
later became the basis for the proposal which we hear so much about? 

Mr. Byroape. I think it helped, but the main plans were of the 
Egyptians and those of the World Bank. 

Senator Funsricut. Well, I was told that the World Bank’s plans 
succeeded these other plans, in the sense that they took the plan or 
had their engineers check on it. 

Mr. Byroape. That is right. 

Senator Futsrient. I am trying to establish how this developed, 
because I want to lead up to something. 

I believe, if I understood you, you said that you did not recommend 
that the plan be abandoned—or our participation withdrawn is a 
better way to put it, I guess—in July, was it not, of 1956? 

Mr. Byroape. That is right. 

Senator Futsrieut. You did not recommend that ? 

Mr. Brroape. No, sir. 

Senator Futsricut. Did you recommend against the action we took? 

Mr. Byroapg. My views on this were so well known that I doubt if 
TI submitted a new recommendation just before that; but had I been 
asked, I think I would have recommended that we continue to try 
to work it out. 

Senator Fursrient. You think, then, in your opinion, it was a 
feasible project, and you think it would have been beneficial to our 
relations and the West’s relations to Egypt and the Middle East; is 
that right? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 


SHIPMENT OF ARMS 


Senator Futsricut. You said that Nasser felt he had to get arms 
from somewhere, even Russia, since we did not help him. What did 
he want the arms for? Was he afraid of an attack, or was he preparing 
to attack Israel ? 

Mr. Byrroape. In my opinion, he was afraid of an attack. 

Senator Futsricut. Do the facts that developed in the course of 
the attack last fall substantiate that theory, or not? In other words, 

(Procedural discussion deleted. ) 

I just wanted your idea whether or not Egypt was planning to 
attack Israel or not. You do not think so? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t think so; no, sir. 

Senator Fursricnt. Why did we not make Nasser an attractive 
offer so that we could supply the arms and exercise, therefore, a certain 
degree of influence ? 

Mr. Byroape. That is not a decision that an Ambassador makes in 
the field, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Futprieut. Were you not given any reasons for the refusal 
to sell them ? 

I understand that just before the meeting at the Summit, which was 
in June of 1955, Nasser had applied to buy $27 million, or thereabouts, 
in arms; is that correct ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fursrient. And we turned it down. Do you have any 
reason why we turned it down? 
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Mr. Byrroape. We did not turn it down. It was under negotiation 
when he accepted the Russian offer. 

Senator Futsrient. If it was still in negotiation, why did Egypt go 
to Russia instead of coming to us? 

Mr. Brroape. Well, I can tell you why I think he did. I think it 
was after he reached two fundamental conclusions. There were tech- 
nicalities involved of course: Could he use local currency? He was 
out of dollars, and so on. 

I believe he decided that this was not a matter of technicalities, but 
as a matter of principle and policy, the west would not or could not 
help him get safely stronger than Israel. 

The other conclusion which I feel certain he made was that he had 
no alternative. His officers knew for 3 months that he had been 
offered MIGS and jet bombers and Stalin tanks. I think it reached 
the point where he felt he had to go ahead. 

It was not a negotiable thing in my opinion for those two reasons. 

Senator Futsrigut. It seems to me that leads to the conclusion that 
he made a decision then, in effect, to have an alliance with: Russia. 
That is a very serious policy decision in principle. 

Senator SatronstTaLut. Could you repeat that a little louder, please ? 

Senator Futpriaut. He decided he could never rely on the west 
permitting him to be as strong or stronger than Israel. This amounted 
to a decision to make an alliance with Russia. 

I mean, it is a very formal decision, I would think what you say 
amounts to that. 

Mr. Byrroapr. It was a very difficult and important one. 

I would say there is one more conclusion he came to: that:if there 
were a war between the Arab States and Israel, and his line of supply 
was to the West, there probably would be an embargo, as there was 
in the 1947 war, which he has felt in practice applied to the Arab 
States, but Israel was able to circumvent; and he thought with a 
Russian line of supply, maybe that would not happen. 

Now, one word on your use of the word “alliance.” As we use the 
word, there was no agreement of that type in this purchase of arms 
for cotton, to my knowledge. 

Senator Fursrieut. I do not mean to read into it anything more 
than there is. I am just trying to understand what you say, because I 
think this is a very serious subject, and it is not in accord with what 
I have understood some of the testimony to be heretofore. 

In other words, you put a more serious aspect on it when you say 
that he had come to the conclusion that there was no hope of getting 
real support from the West, and therefore he has turned to Russia, 
in a more formal way than I had thought. 

We have on occasion been given to understand it was just a matter 
of price, or something relatively superficial. If he has reached the 
conclusion that he cannot ever hope for the West either to support 
him or, in a crisis, to have supply lines open to him, then I think it is 
a very serious matter, don’t you? 

Mr. Byroapeg. I do indeed ; yes, sir. 

Senator Futgricut. It puts a little different light on what we have 
heard heretofore. That is why I asked “Is it an alliance?” Tt is 
more basic and more fundamental than merely a temporary decision 
to buy a few arms. 
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If that is his understanding, I see no reason why it will not continue 
indefinitely. Isthat right? I am not trying to persuade you. I am 
only trying to clarify what you said. 

Mr. ByrodApe. I think as long, sir—until the Israeli issue can be 
settled, and he feels he needs strength against it, I do not think he 
will stop this arrangement ; no, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Will you repeat that answer? I did not hear 
it, I am sorry. 

Mr. Byroapg. I feel as long as the Arab-Israeli issue is not settled 
and he has any reason to believe he needs strength against Israel, he 
will not cancel out the arrangements he has made in this field with 
Soviet Russia. 

Senator Funsricur. You see, that has very serious implications with 
regard to decisions for aid. You said a moment ago you thought we 
ought to give him economic aid under this program. 

If he is going to continue to accept large amounts of arms and con- 
tinue to pay for them with his cotton, that depletes his economy. 
Do you really think he ought to make up the deficit. with assistance 
under our program? [ Deleted. | 

Senator Futsrient. How many Russian technicians were in Egypt 
when youleft? [Deleted. | 

Senator Fursrigut. We read, and I agree that very often you 
cannot rely on papers, that there has been a vast increase in the num- 
ber of technicians. I read one the other day which said there were 
obviously additional hundreds of them. You have seen those stories, 
have you not ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes, sir. I don’t know whether they are true or not 
as I have been out of the picture. 

Senator Futsriewr. Do you have any opinion on it ? 

Mr. Byroape. My guess is they have increased. 


ASWAN DAM 


Senator Futsrienr. I know nothing about the Aswan Dam, really, 
except what I obtained secondhand. Leaving out for the moment 
the accuracy of the engineering, a sound arrangement for financing 
the dam was worked out. Over a period of 15 years our share would 
have come to some $10 million a year, which is a relatively small 
amount. compared to what we have been spending in that area. It 
is less than we have been giving to Egypt annually for the last 4 or 5 
years; is it not ? 

Mr. Brroapr. We have made one grant to Egypt is all. 

Senator Futsricuy. $1 million last year. 

Mr. Byroape. Forty the year before. That isall. I mean, it hasn’t 
been a yearly thing. 

Senator Futsricutr. As I understood the plan for financing the dam, 
it wad not a very large annual outlay for this country, because it was 
spread over such a long period; is that not so? 

Mr. Byrroaprg. Yes, sir. There came the question, though of com- 
mitment over a long period, which was very troublesome. 

Senator Futsricur. Yes. I know it was. 

But assuming the estimates were correct and the commitment as 
stated was approximately accurate, it was not nearly as large as some 
people believe. 
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Mr. Byroapre. It would have ended up in the order of $15 million a 
year, I think, rather than 10. 

Senator Futsrieut. $10 or $15 million, in that neighborhood. 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes, sir. 


SETTLEMENT OF ARAB-ISRAELI DISPUTE 


Senator Futsrigutr. What would you consider to be a reasonable 
proposal which would have chance of acceptance? Would you indi- 
cate what you think has a reasonable chance of acceptance and would 
also be in our interest ? 

Mr. Byroapr. While I am out of the area, I would say at the present 
moment most probably nothing has a reasonable chance. 

Senator Futsricur. Nothing? 

Mr. Brroape. Because of the recent hostilities, and troops still where 
they are. 

Senator Futsricutr. Did you have any ideas before these hostili- 
ties, say approximately at the time you left? 

Mr. Byroape. I have spent a lot of time on it. 

Senator Fu.tspricut. Could you give the committee an idea of what 
you thought would have been a reasonable settlement ? 

Mr. Byroape. It is a very complicated, long process, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Futsricur. For example, what did you think should be 
done about the refugee problem, and the Gaza strip, the Aqaba Gulf. 

Mr. Byroape. Thinking of the people who have to continue to work 
on this, could I answer off the record, sir ? 

Senator Fu.pricur. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Fursrieut. Did the Department of State ever develop a 
plan along that general line while you were there ? 

Mr. Byroape. We never developed a specific plan while I was there 
that we tried to negotiate; no, sir. 


MIDDLE EAST POLICYMAKING 


Senator Futsricut. Did you feel while you were in Egypt that your 
views were adequately considered in Washington policymaking ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Iam sure they were, sir. 

Senator Futsrienr. Is the Middle East policy made mostly by the 
Secretary of State personally ? 

Mr. Byroape. Well, I would say that he makes—he and the Presi- 
dent—make the decisions ; yes, sir. 

Senator Fursrient. Did you learn about the Aswan Dam offer 
cancellation from the Department, or did you read it in the press? 

Mr. Byroapr. I first read it in the press, sir. 

Senator Futsricgnr. You were not advised about it in advance, 
were you? 

Mr. Byroapr. No, sir. I was very quickly thereafter. [Deleted.] 


CANAL SEIZURE 


Senator Futsricur. Do you not consider that Nasser’s breach of the 
lease on the canal was equivalent to a breach of a contract ? 
Mr. Byroape. No, sir, I do not. 
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Senator Futsrient. I wish you would explain why. 

Mr. Byroape. I think there has been 

Senator SatronsraLu. Would you ask that question again, please? 

Senator Fursricut. I asked whether he considered the breach of the 
lease on the canal,equivalent to a breach of contract, and he said “No.” 
I just wanted to know why ? 

Mr. Byroane. I think there has been.a great deal of misinformation 
about ‘this; as there generally is about the Middle East, im the public 
knowledge, and I don’t want in any way to give the impression of 
defending the action itself. 

He didn’t violate any international agreement in my opinion when 
he took over the canal. Wise or not is something else, but from a legal 
point of view, the convention of 1888 specifies only the right of free- 
dom of! transit)through the canal. It says nothing about who runs 
oa workshops and the company and the pilot organization, and so 

orth: 

The night he nationalized'the canal, he reaffirmed Egypt’s adherence 
to that treaty, and as I remember offered to make a new one with any 
nation which might be interested, if they wanted a more specific 
guaranty. 

He also offered compensation for the property. As a nation we 
don’t like nationalization, but'we have a, formula that we don’t oppose 
it if thete;is just, prompt, and adequate compensation. 

Froni a legal point of view, this was an Egyptian company regis- 
tered under Egyptian law, and whether it was wise or not is something 
else, but he didn’t violate any international agreement, in my opinion. 

Senator Futericnt. Do you consider his exclusion of Israeli ships 
during the previous 5 or 6 years not a violation of the treaty / 

Mr. Byroapr. I don’t. know, sir, because that is a legal. question. 
You see, this treaty was not made by Egypt; it was made by the Otto- 
man Empire. In the treaty itself there is reserved the right to take 
action on matters relating to self-defense. 

Egypt inherited that, and it stated it adhered to it. The question is 
a legal one that is before the United Nations, and was never solved, as 
to whether being technically at a state of war didn’t give Egypt the 
right to prohibit certain Israeli materials and ships from going 
through that canal. 

You see, goods for Israeli have gone through the canal for a long 
time. But they wouldn’t let guns, and so forth, go through, or oil, or 
Israeli bottoms. And lawyers have never reached an agreement on it. 

Senator SatronsraLu. Would the Senator permit a question in line 
with what he is saying ? 

Senator Fursricnt. Certainly I yield for that purpose. 

Senator SautonsTatu. My question is, Mr. Byroade, when you said 
he did not violate any legal rights or violate any law when he took over 
that canal, were there not certain property rights in the canal owned 
by that canal company and the stockholders of that canal company 
which, by law or by a treaty, they had until 1968, that were violated 
when he took that over ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Well, as much as nationalization with the offer of 
compensation, which happens often, if that is a violation of law, I don’t 
know. 

Senator Sartronstatu. Thank you, Senator Fulbright. 
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Senator Humpurey. Would the Senator yield just at that point? 

Senator Futsrienurt. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. I want to ask him if he knew of any exclusion, 
under Egyptian ownership, of ships other than Israeli? Did they 
operate the canal well ? 

Mr. Byrroape. I was not there very long after Egypt took over, but 
they were able to keep the thing running; yes. 

(Procedural discussion deleted.) 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Green. Will you proceed ? 

Senator Futsricut. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

For the record, when did Mr. Nasser write his book on revolution ? 

Mr. Byroape. I have forgotten, Mr. Senator. I would guess the 
first 6 months he came into power, but I don’t know. Maybe he had 
been working on it a long time. 

Senator Futsricut. Did he ever discuss that with you while he was 
writing it? 

Mr. Brroapr. No, sir. 

Senator Futsricnr. You were not there at that time? 

Mr. Byroape. I was not. 

Senator Futsricut. What does Nasser mean by saying he was 
fighting communism more than we were? 


NASSER OPPOSITION TO COMMUNISM 


Mr. Byroape. Well, he reasoned this way: that the danger in the 
period he could see, 5, 10, 15 years, was an internal danger. | Deleted. ] 

Now, he says if the danger is internal, then a number of things 
must be accomplished : Each one of these states must have a sufficiently 
nationalistic government to capture the leadership of the people. and 
prove that that leadership does not lie somewhere else. 

He would say that it has been common coffeehouse gossip for the last 
70 years as to when a foreign power was going to bring in another 
government, and who they would make Prime Minister, and he says 
under those conditions there is no leadership of the people, and it will 
go somewhere else, and it would go to Communist cell-front organiza- 
tions. 

The other thing he thought should be done is to come up with suf- 
ficient reform and economic progress to take the platform away from 
the Communist approach. Now, that was his goal, as he stated it to 
me, and it is what led him to make that statement. [| Deleted. } 

Senator Futsricut. Do you think there is any merit in that argu- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Byroapr. I think there is logic in that, yes, sir. as far as it goes. 
I wouldn’t follow it to his conclusion for several other reasons. 


DANGER OF OVERT AGGRESSION 


Senator Futsrigut. You say he does not anticipate Soviet troops 
marching in, with bands playing and flags flying. Do you anticipate 
it ? 

Mr. Byroape. I am hardly in a position to know. I know that his 
neighbors to the north have never agreed with him on some of these 
matters. 
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Senator Funsrienr. I ask for your opinion. Do you anticipate that 
the Russians are going to move 1n, overtly, with armies? 

Senator Busu. Into what area? 

Senator Futsrient. Into Egypt. 

Mr. Byroape. I would not think into Egypt, but what the danger 
may be in the north now, I am not really competent tc guess. 

Senator Futsrieur. I thought you might guess, although you might 
not know. You are not willing to guess? 

Mr. Byroape. It is too important, sir. 

Senator Futsrient. You have no reason to anticipate any overt 
armed agression by Soviet Russia in the foreseeable future, do you? 

Mr. Byroape. I have no intelligence reports, no. 

Senator Fursrieut. That is what I mean. 

Do you think there is any danger of communism in Egypt? 

Mr. Byroape. I do, yes, sir. 

Senator Fursrientr. Why do you think this particular resolution 
meets that problem ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I don’t think it does directly meet that problem in 
Egypt. I feel from my past knowledge of the area as a whole, that 
it can help a great deal in some of the other states. 

Senator Futsrieut. What states, for example? 

Mr. Byrroapr. Well, what we call the northern tier states, possibly 
some others. 

Senator Futsricur. Can you elaborate a little. How would this 
particular resolution help ? 

Have you read the resolution before the committee ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. I am talking about that. 

Senator Futsricutr. You are talking about the resolution. 

Tell me why you think it is essential to Egypt or Iraq, if you want. 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, I have made trips there, I have talked to their 
officials. I know their fear. 

Senator Futsrient. When were you last in Iraq ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, it will be over 2 years ago. 

Senator Fursricur. Was there then great apprehension of an 
armed attack from Russia ? 

Mr. Byroape. It was 3 years ago. 

Yes, there was, perhaps not a direct armed attack, but at that stage 
there was great fear of the loss of Iran, and I found Iraq very, very 
nervous, indeed, by the prospect of being outflanked. 

Senator Futsrient. Their fears apparently were unfounded, because 
nothing like that has happened in 3 years, has it ? 

Mr. Byroape. It was pretty close, in my opinion, sir—in Iran. I 
think Iran narrowly escaped being lost over the oil complications. 

Senator Fursrient. But not from an armed attack from Russia ? 

Mr. Byroapr. No, not from an armed attack. 

Senator Futsricgutr. That was from an entirely different reason. 

Mr. Byroapr. That is correct. 

Senator Futsricut. You are very enthusiastic about this resolution, 
but it does not seem to meet the conditions which you have described, 
certainly not in Egypt. 
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You said you did not fear any armed attack from Russia in Egypt, 
but that is what the military part of this resolution is designed to stop. 


PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECT OF RESOLUTION 


Mr. Byroapr. Well, Mr. Senator, I think we cannot leave aside 
the psychological effects of this. I do believe, after the recent troubles 
in the Middle East, that many of our friends there felt it absolutely 
essential that the United States make its determination and position 
known. 

Now, as to how it would come, I am not prepared to say, but I do 
know enough about it to know there is insecurity and fear, and I 
believe this resolution will give courage. 

Senator Futsricur. I wanted you to be a little more specific. I 
agree with you that the United States ought to make its determina- 
tion positively clear. I think one of our greatest defects in the last 
4 years was that nobody knew what our policy was. 

If you are familiar with the terms of the resolution, what in its 
form or in its substance makes it necessary ¢ 

We are confronted with this specific resolution, and I wondered if 
you could justify it. Your opening statement was most enthusiastic 
for this resolution, or did I misunderstand you? Are you only enthu- 
siastic for the United States making its foreign policy clear as a 
general statement ? 

Mr. Byroapr. No, sir. Well, Iam for both. But I am for the reso- 
lution. And in the use of Armed Forces section, I spoke only of the 
desirability to remove the feeling of insecurity and fear. I do not 
have, I have not—I haven’t had time to try to get into intelligence 
reports. I have no specific military intelligence report. But I am 
speaking of the psychological effect of this. 

Senator Futsrienr. I do not wish to put words in your mouth, but 
I want to clarify this. 

I want to know why you think this particular resolution in the 
form in which it is before us is the only and best way to meet the 
problem, as you see it, in the Middle East. Now, can you be specific 
on that? 

Mr. Byroapr. It seems to me the resolution is very specific about 
the use of Armed Forces, if necessary, and I cannot think of any better 
way to express our determination or our concern and interest in an 
area, to keep it free and independent. 

Senator Fursricutr. Well, the resolution limits the use of armed 
force in two very material ways one of which is that you cannot use 
it unless you are asked to. Now I can imagine that we might very 
well want to use it without being asked, under certain conditions. 

Do you think it is wise to put that kind of a limitation on it? 

Mr. Byroape. Well, you are getting out of my field, Mr. Senator, 
constitutionally. 


CONSTITUTIONALITY OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Futsrienr. You are here as an expert witness, and you 
made a very urgent statement. If it is out of your field, why are 
you so specific recommending it? Why do you say it is out of your 
field ? 

87080—57—pt. 2——-8 
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Mr. Byroapr. I mean the constitutional aspect of it. 

Senator Futsricut. That is my main objection to this resolution— 
its constitutionality. I have no objection to a statement that this is 
vital to our interests. I think we ought to protect the Middle East 
from any kind of subversion or direct attack. 

Such a statement is a very different thing from the form of this 
resolution. That is why I urge you to be specific about it, ecause 
you are going to be represented as having been for this particular 
resolution. 

Could I ask you, Was your statement by any chance entirely your 
own, or was it cleared by the State Department ? 

Mr. Byrroape. It was not cleared. I wrote it in longhand in my 
hotel room. 

Senator Futsrient. And no one in the State Department read it? 

Mr. Byrroapr. I showed it to some of the people around me as to 
the phraseology. 

Senator Futprieut. And they approved it? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir. 

Senator Futsrient. They disapproved it? 

Mr. Byroape. I didn’t ask them to. 

Senator Fu.srient. But they did not evidence any disapproval? 

Mr. Brroapr. I didn’t show it to any official who would have had 
the capability of approving it or disapproving it. 

Senator Futsricut. The reason I ask you is, we are getting down 
to the very point in issue here. I do not object to a statement; for 
example, the Speaker of the House at one time recommended a fairly 
definite statement about our policy in the Middle East. It was a 
very short statement, in the nature of a policy declaration. I would 
be for that. I will support one now to the effect that this area is vital 
to the survival of the West, and we do not intend to let the Russians 
move in there by force. I would go on, I think, by saying “or any 
other means,” to make it very clear. 

But that is a very different thing from this resolution. On the 
one hand, it restricts it to being desired, to being invited. The other 
says “overt armed aggression,” and I think you just stated, and other 
witnesses have, that that is perhaps the most remote danger. 

The far greater danger is this continued infiltration and buildup 
of technicians and arms and influence within a country. 

Now, I think the resolution is subject to very serious criticism on 
those grounds, and there are other criticisms from a constitutional 
point of view. After all, we have not yet come to the point of view 
that the end justifies the means; in other words, it makes no difference 
what the means are that are employed, just because we are against 
the Russians taking over this area. 

That cannot be your view, I am sure, nor is it my view. 

But do I make myself clear that we are not talking here about a 
generalized psychological impression? We are talking about a spe- 
cific resolution we are asked to vote on. 

Mr. Byroape. Well, Mr. Senator, I can only judge that resolution 
as it pertains to my business, which is foreign affairs. I think it is 
a good one as far as foreign affairs is concerned. I cannot really 
testify on the constitutional aspects. That is outside my field. 
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Senator Futsricut. So you do not wish to be interpreted as mean- 
ing this is the best way under our Constitution to express a policy 
in this area ? 

Mr. Byroape. I think that is outside my field. 

Senator Futsrient. I want to make it clear, because your state- 
ment went pretty far, I thought, in endorsing it, now I want to be 
clear that you are endorsing merely the general proposition that we 
should make our policy clear in this area, and that that policy should 
be resistance to communism, the spread of communism. Isn’t that 
about what you had in mind ? 

Mr. Brroape. I think that is a little too vague. I think the eco- 
nomic aspects of this 

Senator Futsricut. We are talking now about the military end 
of it. 

Let me read to you—this is the language that I said rather appealed 
to me— 

The United States regards as vital to her interests the preservation of the 
independence and integrity of the states of the Middle East and, if necessary, 
will use her Armed Force to that end. 

That strikes me as saying everything that should be said, but it 
does not become entangled in limitations and restrictions and vague 
words which can cause all kinds of misunderstandings. 

Does that convey to you what you had in mind ? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir. 

Senator Futsrienr. It does not. In what respects does it fail? 

Mr. Byroape. I think the provision about being at the state’s re- 
quest is extremely important. 

Senator Fursrient. You do? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 


USE OF ARMED FORCES 


Senator Fursricur. And you mean that if all of these nations 
should become subject to domination by the Communists, and none 
would invite us in, we are helpless? We have just got to stay out 
and let them go down the drain ? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir; we have got to do whatever we can by other 
means. But I do not want to see the United States get in the posture 
of saying that we will use our Armed Forces as we see fit, regardless 
of the feelings of others and of the United Nations. 

Senator Futsricut. I do not agree with you. I think if this is as 
important as we think it is, I think we have to defend it, even 
though it was subverted. 

Senator Casr. Will you repeat your answer? I did not hear it. 

Mr. Brroaprz. I said I did not want to see the United States assume 
a posture of declaring that we will use our Armed Forces as we see 
fit, regardless of the will of anybody else or the United Nations. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield on that? 

Would you ask him to develop that a little further? That is, be- 
cause of Arab public opinion, and so forth, that is very vital. 

Senator Furtsricut. Would you develop that thought a little? 
Why do you feel that way about it? 
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Mr. Byroapg. Well, I wasn’t thinking particularly of the Middle 
East. I am thinking of our moral position in the world. I don’t 
know how to expand on it. 

Senator Fursricut. Well, the Senator from Mississippi wonld like 
to know why you feel as you do. 

Senator Stennis. If you will yield to me just on this point. 

Senator Futsrienr. Certainly. 

Senator Stennis. What I had in mind, Mr. Ambassador, I like the 
idea, too, of not intervening except by request. But you gentlemen are 
pretty well agreed here that the threat is not military, it is not an overt 
act which is military ; it is more of an infiltration. 

And when I say “you gentlemen,” I mean other witnesses included. 

Now, I can see where we might be faced with a proposition here 
where, if we are going to carry out the real mission of this policy, we 
would have to intervene, though there was no request from some small 
state, and I was interested in your opinion as to, apart from the gen- 
eral principle that we want to preserve, are there special reasons in this 
area of the world why we should back off at all events from interven- 
ing with force unless officially requested ? 

Mr. Byroape. I can think of no reason, limited to this area; but I 
think if it is conceivable, which to me it is not, that a government 
would freely choose a Communist form of government, I would hate 
to see us committed to use our Armed Forces automatically in such 
a situation. 

I do not see how you deal in this resolution with a question of 
subversion. That is something that you fight with all the agencies 
we have, diplomatic, economic, and otherwise, but 


Senator Futsricut. If I may make myself clear in that connection, 
I agree that you cannot, and it is not proper to try to, deal in detail 
in policies in this kind of a resolution or any other kind. That is 
way we have an executive department and a President with discretion, 


and it is a mistake to try to set down all the details. 

I do not consider this statement that I read as making automatic our 
going to war.. It is merely a broad statement of policy, and it has 
to be implemented by the Executive. 

The resolution we have before us has to be implemented by the 
Executive. He has to decide when a state is dominated by inter- 
national communism. What could be more vague than that, 
“international communism”? It is a kind of an ideological concept. 
Nobody can put their finger on it precisely. When you get outside of 
Russia, you get into these gray areas where there is an influence, as 
today in Syria. Some people say dominated and others say not. 
I have heard both of those opinions in the course of these hearings, 
and the President has got to use discretion. 

What I am trying to get at is: This resolution is the exercise of a 
constitutional function; it involves necessarily constitutional duties, 
prerogatives, and rights of the executive and the legislative. You 
cannot escape considering that fact when you consider recommending 
it. If you merely say you think it is necessary to have a definite 
policy, [ agree. 1 think we agree on what that policy ought to be in 
a general way, namely, resistance to communism spreading in this 
area, and the preservation of it for the West—preserving its inde- 
pendence from Communist domination. 
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That, I think, is as far as we expect to go. I think we contemplate 
it being independent. 

I think it is well to have on the record—I do not want to misquote 
you—that you do not feel qualified to pass an opinion upon whether 
this is a proper constitutional method of dealing with this matter. 

Mr. Byroape. That is right. 

Senator Futsricnr. What you are endorsing is its general purpose 
of clarifying or trying to make specific our policy in the Middle ast ; 
is that right? 

Mr. Byroape. That is correct, sir, and I think during this conver- 
sation my views may have become somewhat misrepresented. I said 
in my opening statement that I was not qualified to judge the immi- 
nence of a potential military threat; that that testimony would have 
to be left with those in authority here. I don’t want the record to 
show that I think there is none. i don’t know. 

Senator Fu.srient. I think that is clear. We have had, of course, 
testimony of Admiral Radford on questions of that kind, and I sup- 
pose that is as good as we can get; and besides, we have had testimony 
from other representatives who were there. 


NEED FOR URGENT ACTION 


[ think there are 1 or 2 more questions. Let us see. 

I wondered why you felt it necessary to advise the committee that 
you urged all reasonable speed in handling this resolution. What do 
you think is the urgency? Why do you feel qualified on advising the 
committee on how fast or how slow it should move? 


Mr. Byrroapr. Purely from a foreign affairs Rn of view. I think 


protracted debate, looking at it from the Middle East, shows a ques- 
tion of doubt, and from a foreign affairs point of view, I don’t want 
there to be that doubt. 

Secondly, I know how suspicious these people are, and I know all 
the dangers some of them are imagining in this for themselves which 
aren’t there. And the quicker we can tell them, talk to them, the 
better. 

Senator Futsricur. How do you think this doubt about our policy 
arose? Why did the Middle East get into such doubt about our policy ? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t think they had doubt about our policy prior 
to the creation of Israel and prior to the colonial problems which have 
arisen in the last 15 years. 

Senator Futsrient. Why is there such a doubt now? Why did you 
not straighten them out on our policy while you were there? 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, I tried to, sir. But convincing this area on 
some of these things is not an easy task. We sometimes approach 
things from a little different point of view because of history and 
surroundings. 

Senator Funtsrientr. Do you think the Baghdad Pact was a good 
thing? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes: I think so; but I want to qualify that. I think 
under the circumstances at the time the Northern Tier arrangement 
came into being, I think it was a good concept. [ Deleted. ] 

Chairman Green. I am sorry, I think we will have to adjourn. We 
are not going to get through with this witness this morning, and we 
have Ambassador Caffery to come in this afternoon at half-past 2 and, 
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as I announced previously, tomorrow General Gruenther in the morn- 
ing and Senator O’Mahoney and Ambassador McDonald in the after- 
noon, so I am afraid we will have to ask you to come back another day. 
Could you come either Saturday morning or Monday morning? 
Mr. Byrroape. I will come any time you say, sir. 


COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


Senator Futsrient. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to interfere with 
the chairman’s views, but could we inquire: Are you staying here only 
for these hearings, or would you return to South Africa 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes, sir; I would like to go out and see my parents 
in Indiana prior to return, 

Senator Fursricnt. What I meant is, I believe if the staff would 
ask Senator O’Mahoney, he would not mind at all going over until 
Monday. He is here all the time. I just want to be agreeable, that 
is all. It does not matter with me. 

Mr. Marcy. We have another witness that afternoon; Mr. Mc- 
Donald, former Ambassador to Israel. 

Senator Fu.srieut. It does not matter to me. I will be here Sat- 
urday. I thought Senator O’Mahoney would be willing to change 
his time. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I was wondering whether Mr. By- 
roade could be asked to come back Monday or Tuesday. He could go 
out now, and then be at home over the weekend. 

Mr. Byroape. I would just.as soon stay here until I get this over with. 

Chairman Green. Saturday morning, could you be here? 

Mr. Byroape. Saturday morning? 

Chairman Green. Saturday morning. 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Chairman Green. Very well. 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
some questions. It is impossible for me to be here Saturday, because I 
did not think we would meet Saturday and have other engagements. 

Chairman Green. Well, you see the situation. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. As Senator Sparkman said, I will 
read the record. 

Senator Casr. Supposing we go back to Senator Fulbright’s sug- 
gestion and ask Senator O'Mahoney and the other local witnesses to 
appear later. 

Chairman Green. It isan unusual situation. We do not often have 
a 30-member committee and a large number of witnesses, and that is 
what we are up against. 

Senator Futsricgut. Mr. Chairman, if it is permissible to make a 
suggestion, the usual practice would be to keep Mr. Byroade on until 
we are through, and then ask Mr. Caffery to come in tomorrow 
morning. 

Chairman Green. I know it is a very unusual situation when you 
have 30 members of a committee, each one of whom wants to ask ques- 
tions, and when you have a large number of witnesses, also, each 
of whom should be examined at length. 

Senator Futsrient. It still is the usual procedure to finish with a 
witness while you have him on, and ask Mr. Caffery to come in the 
morning. 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 727 


Chairman Green. You needn’t worry about our having enough time 
ie examine witnesses. We will examine them, and there will be plenty 
of time. 

Senator Fu.sricut. I want to get the committee along. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, is there any reason why Ambassador 
Caffery could not go on tomorrow morning, and let Mr. Byroade con- 
clude this afternoon? 

Chairman Green. It.is very difficult. We move some along, and 
then we may have to move others. We have already tried to do that, 
and it is very difficult. They make their engagements, too. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Chairman Green. If there is no further objection, Mr. Byroade, can 
you be back here Saturday morning ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. I am at your disposal. 

Chetoment Green. Did I understand you to say you do prefer Mon- 
day { 

Mr. Byroapg. I would prefer as quickly as possible. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
Mr. Marcy if Mr. Caffery could not come tomorrow instead of this 
afternoon. Ishe here? Couldn’t he do that, and let us finish with Mr. 
Byroade today ? 

Mr. Marcy. The problem then is, we will have to negotiate with 
General Gruenther to come next week. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Green. Is Saturday morning agreeable to you? 

Let’s say Saturday morning at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. Byroape. All right, sir. 

Chairman Green. We will adjourn now until this afternoon at 2: 30, 
when we will hear Ambassador Caffery. 

Senator Futsrieut. As I understand it, I will finish my question- 
ing Saturday morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 45 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 2: 30 p. m., of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Present: Senators Green (presiding), Fulbright, Sparkman, 
Humphrey, Mansfield, Smith of New Jersey, Aiken, and Hicken- 
looper, of the Committee on Foreign Relations ; 

Senators Richard B. Russell, Byrd, Stennis, Symington, Saltonstall, 
Smith of Maine, Case, Barrett, and Bush, of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Chairman Green. We will reconvene now. 

Senator Fulbright was asking Ambassador Byroade a question. 

Senator Fuusricur, I thank the chairman. 


EXISTENCE OF ISRAEL 


I was not clear about your view on the continuation of Israel as a 
state ? 

Do you think our policy should be to support its continuation or to 
see it eliminated ? 

Mr. Byroape. I think we must stand for the continued existence 
of Israel. I think however we must continue, as I think we have with 
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some success, to prove to the people of this area that we are not partial 
to any single state, and through that approach hope to get a perma- 
nent settlement. [ Deleted. | 


WHY EGYPT DID NOT GET ARMS FROM UNITED STATES 


Senator Futsrient. You said Nasser was satisfied that he could not 
get adequate arms from the United States and thereafter he turned to 
Russia. 

Do you mean that there was no reasonable arms arrangement that 
we could have made with Nasser at that time? 

Mr. Byroape. I do not know, sir, because that decision has to be 
made in Washington. 

Senator Fu.srieut. That still puzzles me, and I am not clear why 
we did not make a reasonable agreement with him. This was just 
preceding his deal with Czechoslovakia and it is still somewhat of a 
mystery to me as to why we could not make some kind of a reasonable 
program with him, unless you assume, which I believe you denied this 
morning or at least said you did not believe was so, that he was deter- 
mined to attack Israel. 

If that is the kind of offensive weapon he needed, then I can see 
where maybe we could not enter into it, but your view was, I think, 
that you don’t think he intended offensive action against Israel. 

Didn’t you say that ? 

Mr. Byrroape. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Futsrieut. If he did not I do not see why there was not 
room for a reasonable arms deal by this country. It does not quite 
add up to me. 

Can you clarify that? 

Mr. Brroapr. What I testified, Mr. Senator, it is from seeing the 
problem there. A decision such as this involves, for those who make 
final decisions in Washington, many other factors that one in the field 
cannot always be aware of, and I do not believe I can say more than 
that. 

Senator Futsrient. Did you or did you not make any recommenda- 
tions at that time relative to what we may call a reasonable arms 
deal ? 

Mr. Brroape. I felt that we should find some way to prevent Soviet 
arms from coming into the Middle East ; yes, sir. 

Senator Futsrient. Did you make a recommendation to the De- 
partment ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I made several; yes, sir. 

Senator Futsricut. What was their response ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I am not sure of my grounds, Mr. Chairman, but it 
seems to me my views are at the disposal of the committee, but specific 
recommendations and responses I am inclined to believe are privileged 
within the executive branch. 

Senator Futsrient. I think you are in error about your communi- 
cations being privileged. I think you can refuse your recommenda- 
tions from the President. I do not for a moment accept the idea that 
your recommendations are privileged. 

How do you think this committee can discharge its duties if we 
cannot find out what went on in this field ? 


[ Deleted. ] 
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Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to clarify this. I think his recom- 
mendations to the Department are certainly proper material for this 
committee to consider. 

Those were your views at the time, weren’t they ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fursricur. That is all I am asking you for. I do not 
expect any personal conversations. 

Mr. Byroape. What I had in mind, Mr. Senator, was a whole raft 
of specific recommendations on details of how things might be handled, 
on which I would have to get out the record my self. 

Senator Futsrieut. If you say you made recommendations, but you 
cannot remember them, I will accept that. 

We will have to ask the Department for it. But to say you know, 
but you think it is privileged, is another matter. 

You did not say you did not remember. You said you thought it 
was privileged. 

Mr. Byroape. I am confused about the point you are making. I 
said I felt strongly that we should take sufficient action to keep Soviet 
weapons out of the Middle East. 

Senator Futsrienr. You made such recommendations ? 

Mr. Byroape. I made such recommendations. 

Senator Futsricut. If you did, what was the answer ? 

All I am trying to get at is why was it that we sat here with plenty 
of arms, with an enormous foreign-aid program of arms, and let Russia 
come in this particular country, a key country. 

Don’t you think that is a subject matter on which the committee 
ought to be informed ? 

If you were in our position, wouldn’t you think we are entitled to 
know what in the world happened there? 

Mr. Byroape. I do not believe that the man in the field can accu- 
rately answer your question. 

Senator Futsricur. You can answer as far as youknow. If you do 
not know, I do not expect an answer, but all I am asking you is what 
you rec ommended, and you said you were very strong in your recom- 
mendations that ways be found. 

Now I ask you what did they say to you? 

If they said nothing, that is all right, but if they said something 
to you, said we cannot do it because the price is too high, or too low, or 
we don’t have it—all I want to know is what you know about it. 

If you do not know, why that is all right. I do not expect you to 
know everything. 

Mr. Byroape. I testified this morning that this matter was still 
under negotiation at the time of the Soviet arms deal. 

Senator Futsrient. Did you get any response to your recommenda- 
tion and what was the attitude ‘of the Department, if you know. 

If you do not know, that is all right too. I think you ought to tell 
whatever you know. I do not think there is any privilege here so 
that you should refrain from telling us what you know. 

[ don’t think there is any such privilege. 

Mr. Byroape. Perhaps this would help. 

Nasser submitted a list of required arms. I had the authority to 
tell him that he could buy a certain portion of those arms and we 
wanted to talk about some of the rest. 
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He raised the question of whether he could pay in local currency, 
because his dollar position was very bad, and that is a matter that was 
still under consideration at the time that the arms deal was made with 
Czechoslovakia. 

Senator Fursriecntr. Then if I understand properly, you had not 
said he could or could not. He merely raised the question of whether 
he could pay in Egyptian currency or not; is that right? 

Mr. Byroape. That is right, sir. 

Senator Futsrienr. And you had not decided here? 

Mr. Byroape. That is correct. 

Senator Fursricnt. Was there a considerable length of time be- 
tween that request and the decision or not? 

Mr. Brroapr. A few weeks, 4 to 6 weeks, perhaps, 

Senator Futsricnt. Tell me, if he could not pay in dollars, why did 
we not give him arms? 

We gave a lot of other people arms. We have given Pakistan I 
think $200 million worth of arms. We have delivered or agreed to 
give her about that much. We have delivered over $50 million and 
the total agreement is for $200 million. 

Why in the world if he could not pay for them didn’t we give him 
some arms ? 

EGYPT'S REFUSAL TO SIGN AID AGREEMENT 


Mr. Byrroape. According to the laws of our land, you have to have 
a grant-aid agreement, and we did not have any. 

Senator Fu.srieut. Did he refuse? 

Mr. Byrroapg. Yes, sir; he did. 

Senator Futsrient. Tell us why was that? 

Mr. Byroape. He refused after the Suez base agreement. 

Senator Futsrient. In 1954? 

Mr. Byrroape. In 1954. 

Senator Fursrient. Right after it? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fursricutr. You offered a deal to him? 

Mr. Byrroape. Egypt was offered at that time an economic aid 
agreement which they signed, and a grant military aid agreement. 

Senator Futsrient. And he refused ? 

Mr. Byroape. He refused; yes, sir. 

Senator Futsricut. Why? 

Mr. Byrroape. His reasoning was that at that time he did not believe 
he could sign this type of agreement. He said he thought he might 
be accused of selling his country out to another big power before the 
British even got out of the place. 

He said he did not like some aspects of our legislative requirements. 
i We said it was his decision, and he said he thought he should not 

o it. 

Senator Futpricut. Was the principal objection because of the re- 
en against using the arms for aggressive purposes against 

srael ¢ 

Mr. Byroapr. No, sir. I think he felt at that particular time in 
Egypt the greatest objection probably was signing any agreement 
with any big power on a subject such as this. 
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Senator Futprient. Then although we had offered to give him arms 
and he had refused that, when it came to his buying them, we stuck 
on the price. 

We would not even bargain with him as to the type of currency 
we would receive; is that right? 

Senator Satronstatyt. Would the Senator yield on one question? 

I don’t want to interrupt if you do not want me to. 

Senator Fu.srieut. I will yield to the Senator. 

Senator SarronsTa.u. I hope it will clarify. 

Senator Futsrient. If the question clarifies, I will welcome it. 

Senator SALtTonsTaLL. This is from my memory of our own con- 
versation with Nasser, Mr. Byroade. That he objected to taking the 
arms because of the conditions that we put on the grant of the arms. 

Mr. Byroape. That is right. 

I think also though, he would have feared any agreement with any 
big power at that particular time. 

Senator Satronstaty. That is correct, too. 

Mr. Byrroapr. Yes. 

Senator Futrrient. What were your instructions after the arms 
deal between Egypt and Czechoslovakia was formalized in September 
of 19552 Do you remember when that was completed ? 

Mr. Byroapr,. Yes. 

Senator Futprient. Was it in September? 

Mr. Byrroape. I have the date here. 

I was informed of it on September 21. I am not sure what day it 
got in the press. 

Senator Futnricut. What were your instructions from the Depart- 
ment of State as to how you were to view the response to the announce- 
ment of that deal. 

Mr. Byroape. Those were carried to Egypt by Mr. Allen on his trip, 
Mr. Senator. 

Senator Futsrignr. When was that? 

Mr. Byroape. It was a couple of days later, according to my memory. 

Senator Futnrieut. Two days later? 

Mr. Byroape. Roughly I would say perhaps a bit longer but very 
quickly after that. 

Senator Futsricut. I had seen a statement in one of the reports it 
was 5 weeks after the announcement before our Embassy received any 
instructions about it. 

Is that. correct ? 

Mr. Byroape. No; that is not correct according to my memory, sir. 
[ Deleted. | 

Senator Fursrient. One last question. 


GROWTH OF COMMUNISM IN MIDDLE EAST 


Did you observe any growth of communism in Egypt or in the 
neighboring countries of the Middle East while you were there? 
Were you at all concerned about it? 

Mr. Byroapg. Yes, sir. According to reports available to me, I 
thought there was a growth in some of the states. 

The danger inside Egypt from communism I would put in a differ- 
ent way. J think the press and radio and propaganda of Egypt did a 
great deal to improve the Soviet position in the Middle East. 
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Senator Futsrienr. To improve it? 

Mr. Byroapg. Yes, sir. But I think you are talking about new 
additional Communist members. 

Senator Funsrieur. Well, you observed the growth of Soviet in- 
fluence in the Middle East and hanks there was an increase. 

Mr. Brroapr. I did and I thought it was increasing very rapidly. 

Senator Futsrient. What did they say about it ? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t know as it is the type of report that they-—— 

Senator Futsricur. Why do you think the Secretary of State was 
under such a misapprehension last February when he reported to this 
committee that there was not any growth of communism in this area? 

Mr. Byroape. We are talking about two different things. I am 
talking about Soviet influence. 

Senator Futsrientr. That is right. 

Mr. Byroapr. That is different than a growth of communism, in 
my opinion. 

Senator Futsricut. I wish you would distinguish for the committee. 

Mr. Byroape. A growth of communism to me means a conversion 
of people to the Communist system. I am talking about influence 
that is gained through arms deals and buying cotton and other things, 
which fall under governmental relations. 

Senator Futsrigut. Do you think that if I said to you that the 
Russian Communists were making progress in the Middle East, you 
would say they were not, although | their influence was greatly increas- 
ing during that period. Is that your answer? 

Mr. Byroapr. When I said not I was thinking of inside Egypt—had 
the members of the Communist Party increased. I would say no. Had 
their influence i in the country, Russia’s influence as another govern- 
ment increased, I would say yes, very much so. 

Senator Futsricutr. That is the question I asked the Secretary and 
he was under the impression a year ago that they had not made any 
progress in the Middle East. 

I was asking you how do you explain his lack of information on 
what was going on in this area. You said you reported it to him. 

Mr. Byroapr. I do not know how, from the field, you expect me to 
answer a question like that. 

Senator Futsrigutr. You don’t know how toanswer it ? 

Mr. Byrroapr. No. 

Senator Fursrient. That is all right. I do not expect you to know 
how to answer them all. 

Mr. Byroapre. Because I don’t know what the Secretary said. 

Senator Futsricut. I know. It is on our records here. You don’t 
have to know. He reported that to this committee. I am asking you 
if you knew it and reported it to the Secretary. Didn’t you? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Futsrient. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman GREEN. Senator Smith, do you have any questions to ask 
Ambassador Byroade ? 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I have some questions. 


SENATOR FULBRIGHT’S PROPOSAL 


Mr. Byroade, before I ask you any questions about the Middle East 
want to ask you one or two questions about this resolution that you 
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said in your opening statement you felt you were in favor of, and 
there was some question raised later with regard to a shorter statement 
of some 32 words read by the Senator from Arkansas. 

I understood the Senator from Arkansas had put the question to 
you whether you did not think a short 32-word statement would be 
an adequate substitute for this, evidencing our determination to resist 
Communist aggression in the area. 

Do you think that short statement covered the points that this 
resolution is aimed to cover or not ? 

Mr. Byroape. In the first place, Mr. Senator, I did not understand 
that the language that Senator Fulbright used was to be a substitute 
for the whole resolution. 

If that is the case, I would have made some further points, because to 
me the economic aspects of this resolution are extremely important, 
and I believe there was no reference to that in Senator Fulbright’s 
statement. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. The economic end is the first section 
of this resolution as presented to us. 

Mr. Byroapr. My objection there as I recall is there was no reference 
to the United Nations. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. I am getting these separated now. 
The economic section is section 1, and you think that an economic sec- 
tion ought to be in this, for the reasons you have stated in other parts 
of your testimony. 

Mr. Byroapr. I do indeed. I feel strongly about it. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. It is important to give economic aid 
in the area in the discretion of the President. 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 


AID REQUESTS 


Senator Smirn of New Jersey (continuing). In those areas where 
there is some danger of this Communist infiltration. Then I just want 
to ask you a couple of questions about military aid. I thought you 
said in your testimony that you thought it was desirable that we 
should offer this assistance or employ the Armed Forces to assist, pro- 
tect the territorial integrity and political integrity of any such nation 
or group of nations requesting such aid and so on. 

Do you feel the requesting of the aid by the nation to be an impor- 
tant feature of the resolution ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I think, Mr. Senator, that we have inherited a position 
in this world of tremendous responsibility, and I feel putting in the 
reference to the United Nations as part of a moral posture we must 
maintain. 

Also I believe that it more accurately expresses our mood as a nation. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I was referring particularly to the 
group of nations or nation requesting such aid. I will come to the 
U.N. in a minute. 

Mr. Byroape. I think we certainly cannot take an act of this kind 
that says that we will use, in effect, we will use our Armed Forces to the 
interests of the United States whenever we please or anything else 
regardless, that is not the way to do it in my opinion. . 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. You think that a nation to be pro- 
tected here should ask us for the aid before we move in? 

Mr. Byroape. I do indeed; yes, sir. 
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UNITED NATIONS 


Senator Smrru of New Jersey. And then the further proviso— 


the authority herein granted shall be carried out to the greatest extent deemed 
practical by the President through the United Nations, and that such employ- 
ment shall be consonant with the treaty oblligations of the United States and 
with the Charter of the United Nations and actions and recommendations of the 
United Nations. 

You feel that reference to the United Nations is important in the 
final resolution that may be passed at this time? 

Mr. Byroaprg. I do; yes, sir. 


200 MILLION 


Senator Smrru of New Jersey. And then the remaining question 
on the resolution I wanted to ask you refers to the provision of section 
3 for $200 million already authorized and appropriated by the Con- 
gress to be available to be transferred from other sources as provided 
herein at the discretion of the President. 

Do you think that flexibility with this available money is a desirable 
feature in this resolution ? 

Mr. Byroape. I do not see how we can deal with the situation as I 
think it is without that type of flexibility. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I want to be clear as to what your 
position is on that, because there was some question as to whether you 
were willing to approve an alternative resolution or statement that 
Senator F ulbright read to you this morning. 

Mr. Byroape. I did not understand his statement was to take the 
place of the whole resolution, sir. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Senator Fulbright, you were ad- 
dressing yourself, were you not, to that brief statement that you said 
at one time Speaker Rayburn approved as a substitute for the Presi- 
dent’s proposal ? 

Senator Futsrieur. That is right. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. I wanted to be clear that Mr. 
Byroade was approving that as a general statement but not as a 
substitute for the main resolution. 

Senator Futsricut. I was thinking of a substitute in place of this 
resolution. 

AMBASSADOR GREEN’S REPORT 


Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Now, Mr. Byroade, yesterday Am- 
bassador Joseph Green, of Jordan, was before us. Mr, Green was in 
the area as Ambassador to Jordan in what year? 

Mr. Byroape. He was there until about I would say the middle of 
1953, and I think he had been there about a year and 6 months before 
that.. But I would have to look it up. 

Senator Smiru of New vay Vhat was your connection at the 
time with the Middle East area? 

Mr. Brroapg. I was Assistant Secretary of State; yes, sir. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. When Ambassador Green was in 
Jordan as Ambassador ? 

Mr. Byroapg. I am not sure for the whole period he was there, but 
a substantial part of it; yes, sir. 
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Senator Smarn of New Jersey. He passed a number of recommenda- 
tions on to the State Department and no attention was paid to his 
suggestions. He did not even know that they had been acknowledged 
and I am wondering if those suggestions of his came to you and 
whether you recall that fact, and whether any disposition was made 
of his report of what the Arabs were apparently willing to settle for. 

Mr. Byrroape. I do not recall specific cables, Mr. Senator, but I 
think I said this morning it is impossible to talk to any Arab any 
place in the world without getting into a conversation on this. I do 
not recall that during that period there was any official feeler for 
peace from the state he was in. [Deleted.] 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Do you recall any recommendations 
made by him in connection with the settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
dispute or any other policies in the area that were ignored by the 
Department of State? 

Mr. Brroapr. Nothing specific, no, sir; but an Ambassador’s job as 
I see it is to keep sending his views into Washington. | Deleted.] 
Certainly it is the task for Washington to put all those things together, 
and I think Ambassadors should not expect a specific answer to every 
observation they send in. The machine does not work that way. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I may have been mistaken but I had 
rather the feeling from his testimony that he was aggrieved that his 
recommendations, which he thought were worth considering, were just 
passed over and ignored. In the light of the fact that you were at 
the Middle East desk and it probably would have come to you in the 
first instance, my question was whether you were conscious of anything 
like that happening or whether there was any brushoff of Ambassador 
Green ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I am certain that what recommendations he sent in 
were put in the mill with other peoples and we did our best to come 
up with the right answer. I cannot recall from memory anything 
specific that he recommended. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. As I understood you to say, he left 
his post about 1953? 

Mr. Brroapr. Sometime in 1953. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Roughly 4 years ago? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. And he has not been in any way 
concerned with the drafting of this resolution or with its contents 
since then? 

Mr. Byroape. I would not think so; no, sir. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I understand he has now retired. 

Mr. Byrroape. I believe that is correct. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. And he has not been with the Depart- 
ment since that time? 

Mr. Byroape. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. So he has not had an up-to-date 
briefing, you might say, of the latest developments in the area and the 
reasons for a resolution like this? 

Mr. Byroapr. Not to my knowledge; no, sir. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. The report was that he had said he 
was opposed to this resolution. 





736 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


He might have been, I don’t know. I did not gather it from his 
testimony. I thought he simply said he made certain recommenda- 
tions that had not been carried out. 

Senator Fuisricut. Senator, where was the report that he was 
opposed? I don’t think he testified that way. I thought he said he 
did not see any value in it. 

[ Deleted. ] 


ATTITUDE BEFORE SUEZ CRISIS AND EGYPT-ISRAELI CONFLICT 


Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Some people have said to me that 
the British and the French attitude against Nasser and the action of 
the British was really an attempt to get rid of and defeat Nasser, 
which was part of the reason for the trouble and their attack, and 
that precipitated the closing of the canal and the fracas that we have 
had. Do you think that a strong feeling existed against Nasser? 

Mr. Byroane. I think, sir, that the difficulty that came up in the 
Middle East was probably inevitable. It might be a man called 
Nasser and it might be a canal, but there was coming a clash between 
the area and former colonial powers. I think very quickly people 
forgot the actual incident and passed to more general emotions. Thus 
it became a symbol for a general feeling really as I saw it in Egypt 
and in England and in France. [Deleted.] 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. You mean that feeling was on the 
Arab side or that feeling was on the British side? 

Senator Smirx of New Jersey. What was our attitude toward that 
feeling, because that strikes me as being quite important in the whole 
picture. 

Mr. Byroapre. We hoped and worked wherever we could to try to 
bring these isues to some kind of peaceful settlement. [ ‘Deleted. ] 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. You were in Cairo last August, I 
assume, when the canal incident occurred ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir; I was. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. At the time when Mr. Dulles and his 
associates went over to England to the first conference late in August ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yee, sir; I was. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. At that time I assume the position 
of the United States was that this attempt should not be made to settle 
this row by force of arms, that we were going to try to work it out 
through negotiation or through the United Nations. Can you en- 
lighten me a little bit on that? 

Mr. Byroapr. That was the information we had in the field; yes, 
sir; that our Government felt strongly against the use of force. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. We had 2 or 3 conferences along 
that line, and then when the ultimate use of force came, there had 
been some intelligence on the subject. It was thought that something 
was inthe wind. There was no consultation between the British and 
the French and the Israelis before their attacks were made. We were 
left out on a limb on that. 

Mr. Byroape. That is what I read, Mr. Senator, but I was in South 
Africa then. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. Before that happened ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I was not sure whether you knew 
anything about that at the time. 


PAST MIDDLE EAST POLICY 


Let me ask a more general question then. With the benefit of all 
that has transpired and with the benefit of our hindsight, could you 
suggest what changes the United States might have made in the past 
in our Middle East policies to put us in a better situation now? 

What could we have done differently than we did that would have 
saved us from being in this very precarious situation now with regard 
to the whole area? 

Mr. Byrroape. I believe that the general trend of our policy has been 
right. I think it is still right. 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. Right, you say? 

Mr. Byroapve. Right; yes, sir. I know of no other way to have gone 
about this than to try to correct the United States position in this part 
of the world, due, as I said this morning, to misunderstandings and 
feelings over Israel and the very difficult dilemma we were in on 
colonial problems. 

I think we have been doing both of those. The acts that came along 
to make the Middle East what it is today, as far as I can remember or 
recall now, vere mostly outside of our control. The Soviet new drive 
into the Middle East with propaganda, trade, and military aid, armed 
attacks within the area, all these things give you a setback, but I do 
not know how we would have approached the problem differently 
than we did. 

EGYPTIAN ARMS 


Senator Smrru of New Jersey. You testified this morning about the 
sale of arms through Czechoslovakia and Soviet sources to Egypt at 
the time when they had approached us and we had turned them down, 
and you explained, as I recall, that was one of the reasons that we 
dragged our feet on giving arms to Egypt which would overbalance 
the Israel position. We did not want to see an imbalance there and the 
Egyptians thought they wanted more than we were willing to give 
them and so they turned to Russia. Is that what you meant to say on 
that point ? 

I am trying to find out why Egypt bought arms from Soviet sources 
when we might have sold them arms? 

Mr. Byroape. It is not true that we turned them down, but, as I 
say, I believe they came to the conclusion that they could not, through 
any kind of negotiations, get the arms that they wanted through the 
West. 

I believe that is an accurate description of how they felt about it. 
Does that answer your question, sir? 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I don’t want to embarrass you, but 
did I get the impression this morning that you were in favor of our 
furnishing the arms that they were asking for, and that you saw a 
danger of their turning to Russia if we did not do it? Did you feel 
we should have tried to meet their request for arms at that time? 

Mr. Byroape. That initial request, yes. I saw great troubles ahead, 
but it was my feeling then that we would not have had to produce the 
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quantity of arms that they eventually got from the Soviets in order to 
prevent that deal. 
















































I think the preference for United States arms was that much greater. Ww 
But, as time went on, whether there would have been additional de- 
mands that we should not or could not have met, I don’t know. pt 

ASWAN DAM 
as 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. There certainly were certain negotia- on 
tions and discussions with regard to the Aswan Dam because we had hi 
them reported to us. ur 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey (continuing). Asto our taking a part an 
in that undertaking. 

What was the immediate reason why we did not go on with those Yo 
negotiations, and why did we rather suddenly tell the Egyptians that 3 
we would not go further with the dam ? | 

Was it because of the Russian participation ? en 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, in Egypt I must confess I thought that it Ne 
was partly because of objection by the Congress and the Senate. Se 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Of course there were statements at Sol 
the time—I want to clear this up since you mentioned that—by mem- car 
bers of our committee that we should not make any long-term com- ] 
mitments for the future, that the dam was something that might see 
take a great many years, and that if we once started putting money ‘ 
in there, we might have to continue to pay more and might be com- } 
mitted to carry out good faith obligations if we began it. [ 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. : 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I think that was in the picture here, Chi 
but I did not understand that that really was the cause of breaking ( 
off negotiations entirely, or did you feel it was, in the field? . 

Mr. Byroapr. No, frankly I did not think that was the sole cause, 
sir. I have heard the Secretary of State say that he felt getting 
into an agreement of this duration, which would place a tremendous ‘ 
burden on the Egyption economy over 15 years, because you see three- Mic 
fourths of the costs would have been borne by them, he felt that the M 
austerity which they would have to go through was probably such gu 
that there would be a tendency to blame others and particularly us thes 
for their troubles. no ¢ 

I think there is a lot of logic in that. I would guess that this Bade 
was a combination of 5 or 6 things, a feeling here for reasoning such M 
as that, attitude of our friends elsewhere, wondering what was going to t] 
to happen to the Egyptian economy, how far the arms thing would inflt 
go, and so forth. that. 

I think Washington must have added all these things together, but testi 
being in the field at the time, I could not say more than that, I think. ‘& 

kno 
SUEZ CANAL Amt 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. I understood you to say this morn- have 
ing that you did not feel that the sole cause of Nasser’s taking over over 
the Suez was the cutting off of the Aswan negotiations and the United Mi 
States withdrawing from that and Britain doing the same thing M, 
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right afterward. 
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Mr. Byrroape: I said that I thought Egypt might have tried. in some 
way to get hold of the canal operation prior to 1968. ; 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. You mean whether this had hap- 

ened or not ? 

{ Deleted. ] “ 

Senator Suirn of New Jersey. Have you any further suggestions 
as to what we might do with Nasser now to try to get him to agree 
on some reasonable terms for the control of the canal, and to get 
him to yield to the action of the U. N. in trying to get the matter 
under international control, perhaps headed up by the U.N.? 

Mr. Byrroapr. I have never been a part of the Suez negotiations, 
and I 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. That is not quite a fair question. 
You have not ‘been in on that? 

Mr. Byroape. No. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. But that is in the picture now appar- 
ently, and I have been trying to think what we could do to induce 
Nasser to be reasonable and work with the U. N, people. I think 
Secretary General Hammarskjold made a very good attempt to brin 
some order out of chaos there, and I am trying to get all the light Tt 
can on what we might do about it. 

Mr. Byroape. I just am not up to date, but from what little I have 
seen, I would not say it is entirely hopeless. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. You would not say it is hopeless? 

Mr. Brroapr. No, sir. I would not. 

[ Deleted. ] 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. That is all I wanted to ask, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


'« 


NATURE OF MIDDLE EAST THREAT 


Ambassador Byroade, do you feel that the major threat in the 
Middle East area as you know it, is that of Soviet military aggression ? 

Mr. Byroape. I think I said while you were here this morning and 
in my opening statement, that testimony on the potential military 
threat I thought had to be left with people in authority here, because 
no one in the field could know the intelligence sources that we have 
here, nor have I had time to really get into that. 

My thinking over the past several years is that the Russian threat 
to the Middle East was one of subversion and economic control and 
influence gained by military arrangements and so forth. But while 
that is the way I felt in the field, I think you must really rely on 
testimony here about a present military threat. I am not qualified. 

Senator Humrpnrey. I have high regard for your own military 
knowledge, and that is one of the reasons I asked you the question. 
Ambassador, while you were in Egypt as our Ambassador, did you 
have reason..to believe that, the Soviet Union was contemplating any 
overt military aggression against Egypt? 

Mr. Byroape. No, not upon Egypt. 

Senator Humpnrey, When did you leave Egypt? 

Mr. Byroapr. Five months ago. September 10. 

Senator Humpnrey. You have contact with a number of people, 
according to what I heard you say this morning, and you receive 
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letters, editorials, and communications from people in different parts 
of the world, because of your diplomatic service. Is that right? 

Mr. Byroapg. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. Do those editorials, those communications, 
indicate to you that there is a Soviet military buildup which is 
designed or which these correspondents feel is designed to attack 
Egypt or any other Middle Eastern state ? 

r. Byrroapr. None of those communications have touched that 
subject. [Deleted.] 

Senator Humpurry. Let me put it this way: Was that an item of 
major concern in your contacts with people in the Middle East— 
Middle Eastern representatives as well as visitors? 

Mr. Byroape. While I was Assistant Secretary of State, I went 
through the whole area twice, and I would say that in the northern 
area [deleted] that there was this fear; yes. 

have had people in the area plead with me to see that their high 
officials could somehow or other talk to our defense officials about it. 
That was in 1952 and 1953. [Deleted.] 


MIDDLE EAST DEFENSE ORGANIZATION 


Senator Humpnrey. Were you for the Baghdad Pact? 
Mr. Byroapeg. I was for a defense organization in the area. 
Senator Humenrey. What countries did you think ought to be in- 
cluded in that? I know that you were for it and I just want to fill 
in the details. 

Mr. Byrodpe. I was hoping that Pakistan, Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and 
at that time others would agree to join in. 

Senator Humpurey. Did you recommend Iraq? 
¥ Mr. Brroapz. It.was not really a question of anyone recommending 

raq. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let me put it this way: Was Iraq included in 
some of your tentative and preliminary discussions relating to a 
northern-tier alliance? 

Mr. Byroave. In my hopes as to what this area would do them- 
selves, yes, I hoped Iraq would join. We did not form the Baghdad 
Pact, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Huwpurey. I understand that. [Deleted.] 

The reason I asked you about the northern grouping and Iraq is 
that Iraq is sort of a thumb out from the northern group? 

. Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. Iraq does not have a territorial connection 
with the Soviet ? 
~ Mr. Byroapg. No; that is correct, sir; but, looking at the mountain 
terrain and the line, it is pretty much in line. 


SUPPORT FOR EISENHOWER DOCTRINE 


Senator Humpnrey. Do you support the so-called Eisenhower doc- 
trine as it has been presented to us? 

Mr. Byroapre. Mr. Senator, I made an opening speech which I hope 
strongly supported it. That is what I meant to do. 
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Senator Humpunrey. In your announced support of it, do you feel 
that the primary necessity in this area is a demonstration of American 
military determination ? 

Mr. bres, I think the two, economic and military, ought to be 
coupled. I do believe that there are urgent economic requirements in 
the area, and I would hope they would not be separated. 

One is positive to the extent of relieving fear, but that is the only 
positive aspect about it. . 

If you get to the roots of the trouble the economic is the more posi- 


tive side. 


QUESTION OF UNITED STATES RESISTANCE TO OVERT MILITARY ATTACK IN 
MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Humpurey. Did you at any time feel when you were 
Assistant Secretary of State, or when you were our Ambassador to 
Egypt, that if the Soviet Union made an overt military attack in the 
Middle East we would not resist it ? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir. I felt that our interests would be so involved 
that we would resist it. 

Senator Humpnrey. Did you find other people that felt that way? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t know. I don’t recall talking about that with 
anybody in the area. 

Senator Humpukey. Was it more or less assumed that we would 
resist 

Mr. Byroapve. I don’t know. 

Senator Humpurey. In all of our discussions of our state policy, 
our national security policy, and our so-called foreign policy, you mean 
to tell me that at no time in your discussions with representatives of 
friendly countries was the role of the United States in meeting Soviet 
aggression a topic? [Deleted.] 

Mr. Byroapg, I have had general discussions with officials in the 
north in 1952 and 1953, but I never felt in a position of authority for 
getting far into this subject. There have been since then now military 
meetings with them, but I repeat, as a popular feeling, I don’t know 
whether the area would think we would or not. 

Senator Humpurey. Was there any express feeling in 1956 that 
we might not be willing to resist Soviet aggression ¢ 

Mr. Byrroape. [Deleted.] I have had many, many officials say the 
United States must make its position clear a must express its deter- 
mination in regard to the Middle East. 

But to go on to your question, which is did they think we would 
— if they were attacked in the area in 1956, that was not a subject 
of discussion where I was. [Deleted.] 

Senator Humpnrey. The reason I ask this question, Mr. Ambassa- 
dor, is because the Secretary indicated to us in no uncertain terms 
that one of the reasons we needed this resolution was to make it 
crystal clear just what our intentions were. 

Mr. Brroapr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. And I think there is a need of making clear 
what our intentions are, but I am not at all sure that this resolution 
makes it clear that our intentions are about the right thing. I had 
been of the opinion that our intentions were to resist Soviet aggres- 
sion. 
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Did any military men discuss with you the plans of defense in the 
Middle East? 

Mr. Byrroave. I have sat in on some discussions in years back; yes, 
sir. 

‘Senator Humpurey. When you were discussing these matters with 
members of the military, do you think they were just visiting with you 
or were they really laying out to you what our plans of resistance were 
against Soviet aggression ? 

Mr. Brroave. I think they were doing the latter. 

Senator Humpnrey. They were real? 

Mr. Byrroapg. Yes; I think so. 

Senator Humpurey. So one would not be too wrong if he assumed 
from that that there were plans made to resist Soviet aggression ? 

Mr. Byrroapg. That is right. 


AREA PEACE NEGOTIATIONS 


Senator Humpnrey. You have placed some emphasis, Mr. Ambassa- 
dor, upon the role of Colonel Nasser in the entire Middle East, I mean 
as a symbol. I want to say to you that I am prone to agree that the 
symbolism of Nasser is’a very powerful, real fact and force in the 
Middle East, from what little 1 know about it and I surely do not 
know as much about it as you do. 

But you indicated also that the Arab leaders could not talk out loud 
about peace settlement or talk publicly about peace settlement with 
Israel; is that correct ? 

: ee I do not recall saying it, but it is true at this time, 
think. 

Senator Humpurey. It is true at this time. 

Are you of the opinion from your private conversations with Arab 
leaders that if sufficient effort were made in firmness of position and 
American intentions fully understood as to the desirability and the 
urgent necessity of peace negotiations, that such negotiations could 
take place? 

Mr. Byrroape. I think some of those things do not have much bear- 
ing on the problem, because their emotions are so great on this matter 
that while what some nation may think many miles away may be 
taken into account, that is not as important to them as their own feel- 
ings at home. 

What we have been striving for, Mr. Senator, is to get a period of 
peace along the borders long enough—the absence of big raids—long 
enough to let emotions cool a little bit to where the Arabs might be 
more willing to talk about this, and take eventually a public stand. 

Unfortunately, we have been unable to get that period of quiet 
along the borders in the last 3 or 4 years because there has been a 
big raid every so many months against one or the other of the Arab 
— and then an effort made by Israel to bring the Arabs to a peace 
table. 

Well, it won’t work. 

Senator Humpurey. Without going into the details of the raids 
and who started them first or who followed up, I agree with you 
thoroughly as to the necessity of a period of tranquillity and non- 
violence. 
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This is all the more reason that we should pursue, it seems to me, 
the implementation of the U. N. patrol force in the area to keep that 
peace. 

RESOLUTION’S RELATIONSHIP TO AREA CONFLICTS 


What does this resolution before us do about keeping peace between 
Israel and Egypt or Israel and Jordan? 

Apparently the body of your argument or your testimony today 
is that this is the central problem of the area? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. This conflict between the Arab States and 
Israel; is that right? 

Mr. Byroapr. I said in my opening statement, sir, that I called 
this a step in the right direction, and I closed saying that I thought 
it was necessary to give us an umbrella under which to work. But 
it does not admittedly, as the President I think said, directly, more 
directly than that, bear on the issues of the area. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you say, in other words, it was a frame- 
work in which you could design policies? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir; I would. 

Senator Humrurey. Do I understand you correctly that the major 
problem, the central problem of the area, in light of the emotionalism 
and patience involved, is the Arab-Israeli conflict ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir; in my opinion it is. 

Senator Humpnrey. And you, sir, have indicated some approaches 
to the beginning of settlement; is that right ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I gave some personal opinions off the record but, as 
I said this morning, thinking of the task of those who still have to 
work this out, I think it most unhelpful that we speculate here as to 
what the actual terms might be. 

In my opinion, this will never come about unless it can be worked out 
in the greatest secrecy, and then it will be most difficult. 

& Penator Symrnoetron. Excuse me; I did not hear that—worked out 
ow ? 

Mr. Brroape. In the greatest secrecy, eventually public, U. N. or 
some other way, but I think this has to be started very, very secretly 
in order to succeed. 

Senator Humpurey. I think there may be genuine merit on that. 
I think you have a very valid point. I want to just substantiate one 
point that you made this morning, if you will bear with me on it. 


[ Deleted. } 


SOVIET ARMS FOR EGYPT 


Senator Fulbright this morning questioned you about one of your 
statements—Soviet arms for Egypt—in which you indicated that it 
was a policy decision on the part of the Nasser government in Egypt 
to accept those arms, and he asked you as to whether or not you 
thought it was an alliance, so to mer) and you indicated it was not 
an alliance in the formal sense in which we think of an alliance. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

. Senator Humpurey. However, isn’t it true that the Soviet Union 
does not seem to be seeking these kinds of western formalized alliances? 
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Mr. Byroape, Yes. 
[ Deleted. } 


OBJECTIVES OF ARAB WORLD 


Senator Humpnurey. And isn’t it entirely probable that the Egyp- 
tian Government and the Soviet Government may have interests 
which, while on the surface may seem opposed, actually have some- 
thing in common, to wit, anti-British, anti-West, anti-French, anti- 
United States feelings, to hold them together ? 

Mr. Brroape. Yes, but I think this is awfully important to say it 
in.a little different way, if I might. 

Senator Humpurey. Please do. 

Mr.,Byroape. Because I think this is a real dilemma in this part of 
the world. We say that some of these leaders have chased off after 
the Soviets, and that, is true, to an extent. But. to me it gives a far 
more accurate picture if you say that Russia has moved her interests. 
into the Middle East to support what this part of the world believes. 

I am now talking about what a part of, the Arab world believes, 
whether we agree or not, to be their vital objectives. 

Now what are they? Their strength against Israel, their trade, 
and their getting rid of any last shred of colonial influence. 

Russia helps them with strength against Israel, buys their cotton, 
~ on the third one says “Go ahead.” That is about all they have 
to do. 

Now I think the West—I am not talking about the United States— 
I think the West in general to these people may give a bit this im- 

ression: We say “You must not do that because you can’t trust the 
Soviet Union. e would like to live in a world at peace with the 
Soviet Union, but the Soviet Union will not agree on the steps to 
make peace,” which is reunification of Germany and disarmament 
and control of the satellites and so on. 

Unfortunately those very real objectives toward world peace do 
not seem very important in the Middle East. 

They see their problems. And what the West seems to say in the eyes 
of these people is: “You put your objectives behind ours, and then 
we will get them all solved someday and have one happy world,” and 
it does not work very well. 

I think there is a fundamental dilemma: we have. 

Senator Humpurey. By the way, I should not disagree with what 
you have just said. [Deleted.] 


USERS’ AGREEMENT 


How did you first hear of the so-called Suez Canal users’ agree- 
ment, the proposal by Mr. Dulles? 

Were you informed by official cable of any of this proposal prior to 
its presentation ? 

r. Byroape. Well, I was about to leave Egypt. 

Loy Henderson was there conducting negotiations with Menzies. I 
believe the communication went to Henderson. That was just before 
I left. 

Senator Humpuney. I see. . I. had been informed that the first de- 
tailed report of this proposal was carried in a USIS news story, and 
that no official information had been made available to the Embassy. 
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I had been informed by a member of the Embassy that that was the 
case, and I just wondered if that was true. 

Mr. Byroapre. A member of the Embassy might not know. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is possible. 

Mr. Byroapr. I knew. A wire came in addressed to Henderson, 
which, of course, we both read. That procedure seemed quite proper 
to me. 

Senator Humpurey. Was the wire to the Embassy outlining the 
users’ plan prior to the announcement of this proposal ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. It was my opinion that such was not the case. 

Mr. Brroape. I have seen it, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Humpnurey. I hope you are right. 


EGYPTIAN PRESS ATTACKS ON AMERICAN FOREIGN AID PROGRAMS 


Did we tolerate continuous vicious attacks against our aid to Egypt 
in the Government-controlled and censored press, without effective 
protest? Did you, as Ambassador, protest to Colonel Nasser over the 
pronouncements of Radio Cairo and the official press of Egypt relating 
to American point 4 and economic aid programs ? 

Mr. Byrroapr. I did; yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. How did you protest ? 

Mr. Byroapeg. I protested personally to him, officially. It is true 
that we didn’t get much credit there in the press. I discussed that 
with him many times. 

Senator Humrpnurey. Well, I gathered—I have some Radio Cairo 
transcripts—there were some pretty vicious attacks on us. 

Mr. Byroape. On us, yes. 

Senator Humeurey. That is what I am talking about, on the United 
States. 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, there were. 

Senator Humenrey. What did you do about it? 

Mr. Byroape. I protested officially and discussed it with him many 
times. 

Senator Humpnrey. What was his reaction ? 

Mr. Byroapr. I never could quite fathom that. [Deleted.] I think 
the general tone of the press did a great deal to ease the Soviet pene- 
tration in the area. 

I want the record to show I was very critical on that phase of 
Egyptian policy. 

Senator Humrpurey. Yes, sir. 


PASSAGE OF AMERICAN WARSHIPS THROUGH SUEZ CANAL 


While you were Ambassador, Mr. Byroade, did the Egyptian Gov- 
ernment present you with a note saying that if American warships 
were desiring passage through the Suez Canal, they had to give 10 
days notices or Egypt could not be responsible for the safety of the 
ships ? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t recall the details; but there was a commu- 
nication on this which we forwarded to Washington, yes, sir. 

Senator Humrurey. Isn’t that unusual, in light of the guaranties 
under that canal? 
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Mr. Byroape. Well, as I recall, Mr. Senator, and I would have to 
check the record, I think we didn’t accept that. 

Senator Humpurey. That was somewhat afterward. My infor- 
mation is that there was an American transport on NATO duty, 
carrying Turkish troops, which was held up in the canal until the 
captain reported the number of soldiers aboard—which, by the way, 
is against American regulations. The captain complied before he 
received an order from the naval attaché later on not to do so. 

I mention this as-an incident of Egyptian intransigeance toward 
the United States. 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. That wasin May. When these incidents were 
brbtagiat to your attention, what, sir, was the policy of our Govern- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Byroape. Well, that problem was referred by our naval attaché 
immediately to Washington, but this was in my latter days there, 
and I do not recall the specific policy reply. 


BORDER RAIDS 


Senator Humpnrey. All right. 

Mr. Ambassador, you have alluded to border raids that took place. 

Mr. Byroapg. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Is it your view that the Israelis attacked 
Egypt first across the border ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes, sir. February 28, 1955. It had been a rather 
quiet border. There had been some killings, which seems inherent, 
regrettable though it may be, inherent in the situation, but nothing 
that we could see that had been to any great extent stepped up or 
changed, and the attack came as a great surprise. 

Senator Humpurey. I knew you had made some comment on that. 
That was February 28, 1955? 

Mr. Byroape. I arrived in Egypt the day before, so I can remember 
that one. 

Senator Humpurey. The New York Times indicates that there had 
been a series of Egyptian raids prior to then. On January 25, the 
Times reported that Egypt had been censured by the United Nations 
Mixed Armistice Commission for an attack on the Israeli Negeb 
outpost, in which one Israeli soldier was killed. 

Two days later, the Times reported that an Israeli tractor driver 
had been killed in the Negeb, the victim of a military attack in the 
Gaza Strip. Two Egyptians, apparently hit by their own grenades, 
were found dead beside the driver. 

On February 3, the Mixed Armistice Commission censured Egypt 
for a shooting in which 1 Egyptian was killed and 2 wounded, follow- 
ing a raid in which one Israeli was killed, and for which Israel was 
also censured. 

February 22, the United Press reported Egyptian infiltrators were 
caught stealing crops from the Israeli settlement in Rafa. 

On February 26, the New York Times reported that an Israeli 
bicyclist had been ambushed and killed by Egyptian infiltrators near 
Rehovot. 

Now, as you know, there has been considerable controversy as to 
who started these particular raids. There has been some feeling, Mr. 
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Ambassador, that your statement relating to the February 28 raid is 
not exactly accurate. 

Mr. Byroape. I know. I think it is, though, Mr. Senator. I think 
in fact it was an historical event that greatly changed the whole Middle 
East picture. I don’t know how many of those incidents have ever 
been confirmed, those press incidents, by the United Nations, but the 
statement that that border had not changed much before the attack, I 
believe to be true. 

Senator Humpurey. The Fedayeen commandos were sent over into 
Israel, were they not ? 

Mr. Byroape. Not before the February 28 Israeli attack, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. But after the attack ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. That is your view of it? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes, sir. 


STATUS OF ISRAEL 


Senator Humrurey. Do you feel that Israel, as a nation, is there to 
stay ¢ 

Mr. Byroape. I hope so, sir. I don’t know how history will turn 
out. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you think that the Eisenhower doctrine 
gives any assurance to the State of Israel that it is going to get any 
legitimate protection from aggression ? 

Mr. Byroane. I think it gives them an assurance that is in a move 
directed toward the security of the area as a whole. If the whole area 
is lost, so will Israel be. But it doesn’t apply to the interarea borders. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, is that not where the major fighting goes 
on, on the borders, in the middle of the area, so to speak ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, it is where interarea fighting goes on, but if 
it is a question of the Soviet Union, I would call that the major one, if 
that happens. 


MAJOR PROBLEMS IN AREA 


Senator Humpurey. If you were asked to put your finger upon the 
major problems in this area, and to design a program as to what we 
should do, where would you start? 

Mr. Byroape. But I would need sufficient time to work on that, and 
to me this resolution is designed to give us an opportunity to work. 

Senator Humpurey. But you do not feel that it is designed, that its 
orppett purpose is, to attack the immediate problems in the area? 

r. Byroapr. No. I think the President made that very clear. 

Senator Humpurey. Are these problems we have been talking about 
here new ? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. They were there when you were there, were 
they not ? 

Mr. Byroape. The balance of trade, the trade pattern against us is 
to an extent new. 

Senator Humepurey. Yes. 

Mr. Byroapge. The Arab-Israeli is not, of course. 

Senator Humenurey. The refugee problem ? 





748 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE FAST 


Mr. Byroapg. That is the same, or worse. 

Senator Humpurey, What were our policies relating to the refugee 
problem and the Israeli‘ problem before the attack here by France and 
Great Britain and Israel on Egypt ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Our policy was to try to get a settlement in which 
this is one of the main aspects. 

Senator Humpurey. You are aware of the fact that the efforts that 
we made in the United Nations were abandoned officially, are you not? 

Mr. Brroapr. Well, I don’t think that is the way to solve it, Mr. 
Senator. As I said before, I think this must be handled very secretly 
and quietly until the problem is almost solved, and that is the only 
wi to do it. 

enator Humpnurey. Well, Mr. Ambassador, we just seem to get no 
information as to whether anybody was really ever spending their 
time trying to do this. Every person who comes before this committee 
tells us that this is the problem, without exception. 

You were the Ambassador in Cairo, you have been with both admin- 
istrations, you are a career man, and you were Assistant Secretary 
of State for this area of the world. Did you get any charge from the 
Secretary or the President, any directive, that said: 

Concentrate your attention on seeing if something can be done to bring the 
protagonists and the antagonists together? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir; that was a standing instruction, so to speak, 
of great importance. 

Mr. Senator, a great deal of effort has gone into this problem, but I 
want to tell you very frankly the dilemma we are in. If we would 
reveal to the extent that we have tried to do this, I think we would 
destroy the prospects in the future. 

This is a dilemma we are always in before you. But I assure you 
that a great. many of our best people have spent practically full time 
on this problem. 

Senator Humpurrey. I want to assure you with equal candor that I 
have been told by foreign Ministers and Ambassadors that the real 
error of our country was that we hadn't. 

{ Deleted. 

_ Mr. Byroape. Mr. Senator, when I said “secret,” I meant very 
secret ; and in my opinion, the people you are talking about probably 
don’t know. 

Senator Humpurey. Oh. Well, all right, then, it is beyond me. 

Why do you think Nasser recognized Red China? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

You are not alarmed by these overtures to or these arrangements 
with the Soviet and her bloc? 

Mr. Byroapr. I am extremely concerned. 

[ Deleted. | 

BLOCKED EGYPTIAN FUNDS 


Senator Humpurey. You think we should release the blocked funds 
that the Egyptian Government has here? 

Mr. Byroapg. Well, I am 5 months out of date. I don’t know the 
lega! aspects of it. I do know that. it has helped ee out of business 
those countries that have always looked to Europe, Britain, and Amer- 
ica for their business trade. 
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Now, to me, losing that group in Egypt is an important thing. That 
has to be weighed against a lot of other things. 

Senator Humpurey. I have been very concerned about that. 

I shall take no more time, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Symington ? 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ambassador, I want to ask you some questions primarily from 
a military standpoint first, at least, and 1 have many. 


MILITARY AID 


I have seen a figure that the amount of aid which has been given 
by the Soviet to Egypt approximates a half billion dollars, Do you 
know anything about that? 

Mr. Byroape. I have never seen that report, but as of the time I 
left, 1 would say that was highly exaggerated. 

[ Deleted. ] 

Senator Syminaton. We had some testimony here before, and you 
have had, as I know, a great deal of military experience, Would you 
call a tank a defensive weapon or an offensive weapon ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Both, I think, sir. 

Senator Symineton. I would, too. 

We had a witness testify that only defensive weapons were planned 
to be given to Saudi Arabia, and somebody asked if tanks were con- 
sidered defensive weapons, and the answer was “ Yes.” 

I imagine General Patton would have turned over in his grave if 
he had heard that. 

I wonder why you felt that from a military standpoint and your 
knowledge of the country, why would you think that the Israelis 
moved so fast and the French and the British so relatively slow? I 
know you weren’t there, but you must have your ideas about it. 

{ Deleted. | 

Senator Symineton. Do you believe there is any danger of Syria 
going Communist ? 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


NATURE OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Symrneron. I was wondering if, especially from a mili- 
tary standpoint, instead of the President asking for a resolution which 
could only be utilized at the request of a country, would it not be 
better to have a resolution which simply said we intended to protect 
our rights ? 

Mr. Byrroape. No, sir, because that would read to the area that “the 
United States is coming in to take us over, whether we want it or 
not.” 

Senator Symineron. You really feel that? 
ne Byroapr. Yes, I do. That is the way they would feel. [De- 
eted. 


ISRAEL OR EGYPT? 


Senator Symineton. Let me ask you a question based on your 
knowledge of that part of the country. If we had to make a choice 
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as to whether we would rather have Israel as an ally or whether we 
would rather have Egypt as an ally, where would you put your money? 

Mr. Brroapr. Well, it is an impossible choice, because if you pick 
Israel only as an ally, you probably have lost all the Arab States. I 
mean, if we just say our only concern is Israel and we are going to 
make an arrangement with her. I don’t think you would ever have 
a choice between just Egypt and Israel. “You must think in terms of 
the Arab States as a whole and Israel. 

Senator Symineron. If you would not want to lose all of the Arab 
States, on the basis of the way you probably feel about it, it would be 
better to choose Egypt, would it not ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, we must avoid at all costs being faced with that 
alternative, the only way I can see it. 

Senator Symrneton. Well, I respectfully say, and it is‘a pleasure 
to see you again, that that is not responsive. In other words, let’s 
put it this way. Let me rephrase my question. 

There are three things we can do: Either we can move closer to 
Nasser and to Egypt and to the Arab States, and therefore probably 
to Russia, or we can retreat again in some form of fortress America, 
or we can try and revamp our situation and again try to pick up the 
situation with Western Europe, primarily the French and the British, 
based on recent activities, and that automatically would sort of tend 
to put us closer to Israel, would it not? 

n other words, we have got three choices: We move closer to the 
Arab bloc, or we pull back from the whole business, or we do our best 
to move back into Europe. Those are the only three things left, are 
they not? 

Mr. Byroapg. I wouldn’t state them that way; no, sir. | Deleted.] 
I think we must do our best to be on friendly terms with the Arab 
world. I don’t believe that means the necessity of a choice on the 
alternatives you outlined. 

[ Deleted. ] 

SUEZ CANAL 


Senator Symineron. Do you believe, from a military standpoint, 
it is essential for the United States to see that the Suez Canal is 
cleared and maintained ? 

Mr. Brroapg. I would say yes. 

Senator Symineron. Otherwise, you would lose the basic value of 
NATO, whatever that is, would you not, ultimately ? 

Mr. Byrroavg. It would be greatly affected. I wouldn't put it all 
on the Suez Canal. I would say the resources that go through there, 


Senator Symineron. So it is to our interest to see that the Middle 
East situation remains one that we, in effect, are willing to fight to be 
part of, is that right? 

Mr. Byrroape. I think it is one of the most vital areas in the world. 


NATURE OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Symineton. Then would it not be better—again I ask, 
would it not be better, rather than putting a halter on it from the 
‘standpoint of only having a resolution which provides there must be 
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requests we come in, that we just say that we intend to use the arms 
of the United States in the best interests of the United States? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir, I don’t think that fits the bill. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr, Chairman, I want to point out that I 
asked the Secretary of State if he didn’t think it would be better if 
we had a resolution which stated that we would use our arms regard- 
less of whether we were asked, if we thought it was in the interests of 
the United States; and he said that my premise, therefore, was that 
one of these countries or more would go Communist, which to him was 
unthinkable. The record will so show. This is fairly close to 
verbatim. 

I am very glad to have the Ambassador here state what I think 
most of us feel, there is an excellent chance that one of these countries 
may become Communist controlled. And, in my opinion, therefore, 
this resolution is not clear, and it certainly is not as strong as I 
believe it should be, if it is a resolution that means something should 
be done. 


EGYPTIAN REFUSAL TO ACCEPT AMERICAN AID 


I would like to ask another question. I believe you said that we 
were unable to work out a military-aid program with Egypt, Mr. 
Ambassador, because Nasser would not agree to the provision of the 
bilateral agreement required by the law; is that right ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminoton. Then why did not the President use the au- 
thority under section 401 of the Mutual Security Act to waive the 
requirement of the law which stood in the way / 

Mr. Byroape. Well, I don’t really recall, except probably the ques- 
tion of why should we make such an exception for 1 country, Egypt, 
when 39 other countries had seen fit to accept this way of doing 
business. There would be quite a precedent involved, as you know, 
sir, in that. 

NATURE OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Symineron. Do you think this resolution is primarily, a 
resolution to obtain freewheeling on some economic aid, or do you 
think it is primarily a resolution in order to justify military action ? 

Mr. Byroape. I think it is a resolution in response to urgent re- 
quests, and our assessment of what we have to do to be able to 
continue to try to work these things out in the Middle East. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Thank you. 

Senator Mansfield, I believe you had a question or two to ask. 

Senator Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, my questions will be brief, and 
I hope to the point. 


ROLE OF UNITED STATES AMBASSADOR 


Mr. Ambassador, is it an Spor Riess principle within the executive 


branch that the United States Ambassador in a country shall co- 
ordinate all activities by the United States Government personnel, 
including CIA personnel, unless an exception is agreed to by the 
Department of State in Washington ? 





752 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


Mr. Byroape. That iscorrect, sir. 
| Deleted. | 
EGYPTIAN PRESS AND RADIO 


Senator Mansrietp. Has Nasser used Radio Cairo to propagandize 
and encourage revolt and dissension in Morocco and Tunis and now 
in Algeria? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes. It is true that Radio Cairo has supported free- 
dom movements throughout the area. 

Senator Mansrrevp. Throughout the area; does that include the 
Middle East as a whole ? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes. 

Senator Mansrixxp. It includes the Sudan ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Senator Mansrie.p. It includes Africa south of the Sudan? 

Mr. Byroapr. I think there were Swahill broadcasts, I don’t know 
whether they are continuing or not. 


[ Deleted. ] 


ASWAN DAM 


Senator Mansrietp. Now, I understand that in response to a ques- 
tion by Senator Fulbright, you stated that you were not consulted 
when the withdrawal of the offer to finance, in part at least, the Aswan 
Dam was announced; is that correct? 

Mr. Byroape. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Senator Mansrretp. Were you consulted at the time the offer was 
made to build the Aswan Dam through our partial participation in it? 
I believe that was a year ago last month. 

Mr. Byroapg. Yes; I think so. 

Senator Mansrrexp. Did you ge of the policy of our partici- 
pating to the extent of $56 million the first year, and subsequent 
amounts in following years, in building the Aswan Dam? 

Mr. Byroapr. I did; yes, sir. 

Senator Mansrietp. Will you tell us in this matter of the with- 
drawal of the offer to build the Aswan Dam, about which you said 
you were not consulted, and I believe you, whether it is possible to 
assume that the Egyptian Government had an idea that this offer was 

oing to be withdrawn, and on the basis of that idea, rumor, or perhaps 
information, flew the Egyptian Ambassador back to Washington in 
an extraordinary hurry ? 

Mr. Byroapr. No: t don’t think so. I think it is true that the Gov- 
ernment came to the conclusion some weeks before that we probably 
couldn’t help. But I doubt that Ambassador Hussain was quickly 
flown back here because of that. 

Senator Mansrretp. But you did say, I believe, if I understood you 
correctly, that the Egyptian Government felt weeks before that the 
offer might be withdrawn ¢ 

Mr. Byroape. I believe that is the case; yes,sir. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Mansrietp. Would it be safe to say, or to assume, that while 
the withdrawal of the offer to help build the Aswan Dam was a pri- 
mary factor in Nasser’s declaration and seizure of the Suez Canal and 
the canal company, that regardless of what might have happened to 
the Aswan proposal, it would have been only a matter of time before 
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the Egyptians would have asserted their sovereignty over the canal 
itself, and their alleged sovereignty over the canal company ? 

Mr. Byroape. Well, that is overstating my belief or what I meant 
tosay. I mean, looking at the basic facts of the thing, I said it would 
not have surprised me had they tried in one way or another to get a 
greater share of the profits from this canal before 1968. But I think 
the way you said it is much more positive than that; that I had some 
reason to believe that they would. I did not have. 

Senator Mansrietp. No. I want to make the record very clear that 
I have not said you had reason to believe they would; that what you 
have given to the committee is what you thought at best an assump- 
tion. 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. [ Deleted. ] 


GERMANS ACTIVE IN EGYPTIAN AFFAIRS 


Senator Mansrie.p. Is it true that the Ministry of Economic Af- 
fairs supposedly has a good many Germans, at the present time and for 
some months past, who have been playing a very important role in 
Egyptian affairs? 

Mr. Byroape. Do you mean are there Germans in Cabinet minis- 
tries ? 

Senator Mansrretp. Not in Cabinet ministries; in the ministries, 
under Cabinet ministers. 

Mr. Byroape. I am not aware of any—yvou mean East Germans or 
West Germans? 

Senator Mansrreip. Well, I really can’t say. But supposedly they 
are or were Germans who had very strong Nazi connections during the 
war. 

Mr. Byroape. There were, sir, West Germans there for many years 
advising the military, but I don’t recall any in economic affairs. 

Senator Mansrrunyp. Now, come to think about it, I would like to 
say that this individual or these individuals to whom I have reference 
were Kast Germans, but their reputation was not built on their being 
Communists, although they might well have been, but was built on the 
fact they had been quite prominent in the Nazi regime. 


EMPHASIZING ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF RESOLUTION 


Now, Mr. Ambassador, did you say that, in your opinion, there was 
more of an economic difficulty in the Middle East than a military 
problem ¢ 

Mr. Byroape. I said I would emphasize the economic aspects of this 
resolution, because those were things that I know something about 
from being in the area, and can see the need. My opening statement 
said that I felt testimony on any potential military threat to the area 
had better come from authorities here. 

Senator MansrieLp. Well, I can understand that, although if my 
memory serves me correctly, you used to be the youngest general in 
the Army, and I would assume that you still retain a pretty good 
knowledge of military affairs. 

Mr. Byroapr. That is why I am so cautious, sir. I am away from 
the reports; I don’t know. 

87080—57—pt. 2——10 
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Senator Mansrrerp. I have read an article by the military editor of 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Brigadier General Phillips, retired, who 
has made the statement that 90 percent of the difficulty in the Middle 
East is economic, and 10 percent is military. 

Would you care to comment on that ? 

Mr. Byroape. No; I think he misses the point. I would say it isa 
lot political. as well. 

Senator Mansrte.p. I see. 

That is all, Mr: Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Thank you. 

Mr. Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


EGYPTIAN ARMS 


Mr. Ambassador, just by way of refreshing your memory, I am the 
gentleman who was in Egypt in the fall of 1955 who loaned Senator 
Saltonstall, a member of this committee, the Egyptian coin worth 
about 10 cents, and he had his picture made dropping that coin into the 
collection plate to buy arms for Egypt, and that picture flashed all 
through Egypt and the Middle East, and over here too, and left you 
an international incident on your hands. 

I claim my only connection was that I just loaned him the money. 
He hasn’t paid it back. We do not know how much it was valued at. 
{ Laughter. | 

But anyway, I want to review here. These gentlemen, these 
committee members, know more about this subject than I do, but 
I did have the advantage of hearing Mr. Nasser, and I want to recall 
part of that conversation. You very kindly took us in there. 

And about these arms, as I recall, he told us that he realized in 
February 1955, after some 20 or 25 Egyptians were massacred, as 
he put it, over on the Israel border, that he was going to have to 
arm, and that he shopped around in all the Western World, at least 
in the United States and England, and also the Scandinavian coun- 
tries, trying to get those arms, and was unsuccessful. 

He did not say that we turned him down, but he said he decided 
we were not going to do anything about it. And he maintained 
that he bought them then from Czechoslovakia or from the Soviets 
purely as a commercial transaction, without any thought of aline- 
ment or any kind of an alliance or agreement or under any obliga- 
tion, and that he was not under any obligation to them. 

Is that the way you remember his statement of his position? 

Mr. Brroape. Yes; I think that is quite accurate. 

aia Stennis. Yes. Of course, you were familiar with it before 
then. 

I know, I remember he made the statement then, in trying to get at 
his attitude toward us, I remember he made the statement then, if he 
should have trouble in the Suez Canal or with the Suez, that he would 
think first of appealing for aid to England, and next to the United 
States, and the Soviets last. 


Do you remember a statement like that? I would not expect you 
to remember it, but I thought maybe you did. 
Mr. Byroapr. No, sir; I don’t. 
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Senator Stennis. Anyway, I definitely remember that that was 
the attitude that he was in then, and that is the expression he made 
and the thought that he left with us. 

Now, I believe you said in your testimony this morning that, as of 
the time you left there, you did not believe that he had any intentions 
of any kind of an alliance or going over to the other side, so to speak, 
as against the West. Did I correctly understand you on that? 

Mr. Byroape. Not as a matter of choice between East or West; no, 
sir. That is correct. I referred-in my testimony to his trade prob- 
lems and his military supply problems,:and so on. But as a matter 
of choosing one against the other, I didn’t think that he would prefer 
the East. 

Senator Stennis. Well, back to these arms now. Ido not think you 
told us then, and I think it does have a bearing now; you said a while 
ago, as I recall, that you did make recommendations that a deal be 
had about the arms, that le be supplied with the arms. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Byrroapr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. You do not know, you did not want to testify as 
to what became of your recommendations, but I got the idea that you 
never did know, and that you never did get an answer; is that correct? 

Mr. Byroape. No; I wouldn’t say that. 

Senator Stennis. I am not trying to put words in your mouth at all. 
[ just was in and out some, and did not fully get the import of your 
testimony. 

There was no pending proposition to him, Nasser, before he got the 
arms from Czechoslovakia; was there? 

Mr. Byroapr, Yes; there was. 

Senator Stennis. Is that right? 

Mr. Byrroapr. We had made them an offer, and he had countered, 
saying could he buy them with local currency, and that matter was 
under study at Washington at the time he made the deal with Czecho- 
slovakia, 

Senator Stennis. Well, I remember he said, that he made the flat 
statement, that he had become fully convinced he was not going to 
cet the arms from us or England or the Scandinavian countries. But 
what I was coming to was the bearing that that had on this situation 
over there with Israel. 

That was who he wanted the arms to counteract, the miltary 
strength ? 

Mr. Byrroapr. That was my opinion. 


ISRAEL’S STRENGTH 


Senator Srennis. Now, we were told over there then, and I was very 
much surprised at this information, that Israel’s army, the military 
strength of that country, was equal to and perhaps superior to all the 
Arab nations, the small Arab nations that surround them. 

Would you comment on that? Would you—TI think that is some- 
thing that the Western World does not know. 

Mr. Byroapr. Well, I have said, and it is rough, but I have said 
that at that particular time Egypt was not half as strong as Israel. 

Senator Stennis. I beg your pardon ? 
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Mr. Byroape. I have said, and I think it is a rough approximation, 
that at that time Egypt wasn’t half as strong as Israel. 
Deleted. ] 
nator Stennis. That as before they got their supplemental arms 
and everything that was coming in from euiainieed 
Mr. Byrroapg. Yes. [ Deleted. ] 
Senator Srennis. How does Israel’s strength compare, then, as 
against the combined strength of Egypt, Jordan, and Syria? 
Mr. Byroape. Well, as of now, I don’t know. 
Senator Srennis. Well, you cannot realize how little some of us 
knew about the actual facts over there. 
[ Deleted. ] 


TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO EGYPT 


Senator Stennis. Well, I know in a general way what happened to 
Egypt in this clash they had over there, but are they still, are they 
rebuilding their military strength now ? 

Mr. Byroapg. I don’t really know. I would assume they are trying 
to, but I don’t really know, because I have been gone since then. 

Senator Stennis. Have we ever had an economic mission there? 
Have they ever accepted any aid from us? 

Mr. Brroapg. Yes, sir. We made an economic-aid agreement with 
them. We had a point 4, an economic-aid mission there. 

Senator Stennis. But that was confined to the technical aid and 
point 4, I believe you said. 

Mr. Byrroape. No. It was both point 4 and economic assistance. 

Senator Srennts. How long did that run? 

Mr. Byroapg. We had one 2 years ago, an allotment of $40 million. 
There has been none since then. 

Senator Srennis. Was that spent while you were there? 

Mr. Brroapg. It was—we had not completed it. The projects were 
underway. 

Senator Stennis. What became of them, if you know, when this 
trouble came up about Suez? 

Mr. Byroape, I don’t know. I know that most of the economic 
people have left Cairo, and things like that. But as to what decisions 
were made, I am not up to date on it. 


REFUSAL OF EGYPT TO ACCEPT UNITED STATES AID 


Senator Srennts. You mentioned a while ago something about 
Nasser having refused an offer that was made because there was some 
condition attached to it, with reference to military aid of some kind. 
I did not understand exactly what that was. 

Mr. Byroapg. Well, there was no specific offer of arms. There was 
an offer to negotiate with Egypt, a grant-aid agreement. 

Senator Stennis. Of arms? 

Mr. Byroapr. Yes; under which nations apply for arms, and the 
quantities of arms were not discussed at that. time, and we did run 
into difficulty on negotiating this, and he said finally he thought he 
couldn't do it, and we said, “ You are the best judge.” 

Senator Stennis. But that was when you mentioned something 
about the conditions that were attached? As I remember, there is 
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something in that law about the President having authority to waive 
conditions. I was impressed with what Nasser said, that he tried to 
get arms over here. 

Now, I do not know, considering the situation with Israel, I do not 
know whether I would decide to let Egypt have the arms, but that 
seems to have been a critical decision there, and I just wanted to 
understand it. 

I am supporting the arms part of this resolution, but I just wanted 
to understand more about it. He rejected the arms grant, and then 
later undertook to buy the arms ? 

Mr. Byroape. That is right. 

Senator Stennis. Well, I did not know he had ever rejected the 
arms grant. 

That was under the law there where the conditions could have been 
waived? Is there not something in the law about waiving certain 
provisions? I know we had that up in the Appropriations Committee 
one time. AE 

Mr. Byroapr. I am not sure about the legal aspects on this, Mr. 
Senator, but I think I said while you were out of the room that I 
should imagine it was a question, I have forgotten, as to why we should 
waive all these conditions for Egypt when we had made 39 other agree- 
ments around the world, and what kind of a precedent it would set. 

Senator Stennis. But anyway, that proposal stopped on that kind 
of a dead center proposition, and shifted on over to the purchase of 
the arms? 

Mr. Byroape. That is right. 

You see, we already had a purchase agreement made under Farouk. 


All that ever happened was a little police equipment, but the agree- 
ment was still valid, and under that he had to negotiate no new agree- 
ment about military. 


LEADERSHIP IN ARAB WORLD 


Senator Stennis. Well, this Arab world, it is so little that is under- 
stood about it over here. I was over in north Africa, Morocco, in 1953, 
and ran upon a rather well-informed Mississippian over there, and he 
just told me that things were boiling all through the Arab world, as 

e said, and that they were looking for a leader; that trouble was 
coming in that part of the Arab world, and he thought in Egypt and 
elsewhere, too, and he wasn’t attempting to put any timetable on it, 
but that they were looking for a leader, and it was not the new religious 
leader there in Morocco, but they were looking to Egypt to a young 
colonel, is about all I remember about what he said. I think it was 
Nasser then. 

Now, what I am leading up to is, give us some idea just to what ex- 
tent is Nasser the leader of this Arab world? And I say “Arab world” ; 
I mean the area there, and in, say French Morocco, and on over to 
Egypt and the countries immediately around Egypt. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Stennis, I was impressed by what you said along this line 
this morning, that we couldn’t think in terms of the problem in think- 
ing in terms of an individual, but it was conditions prevailing there. 


[ Deleted. ] 
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JORDAN 


Senator Stennis. Just a word more about Jordan. 

I was very much impressed yesterday, from what former Ambassa- 
dor Green said, and impressed with that little country over there just 
being impossible for it.to continue as a nation. 

Are you familiar at all with the situation there that has developed 
in the last year’s time ? 

I will put it this way: Do you think that Jordan as a country can 
continue without the aid that was being given there by the English, 
unless a considerable amount of aid comes from some other source? 

Mr. Byroape. I think outside assistance is necessary; yes. It is a 
country with a lack of resources. 

Senator Stennis. I thought it was very unfortunate, a little group 

f people who are called on to try to be a nation in their own right, 
jem about 800,000 people, as I understand, 600,000 refugees on their 
and. 
REFUGEE PROBLEM 

I want to ask one question about the refugees. There is talk over 
there we have heard from place to place, that the Arab nations did not 
want anything done about the refugees. They wanted to keep it as a 
continuing festering sore to use to arouse the indignation of the country 
against the Jews. 

Do you think there is anything to that ? 

Mr. Byroape. I think there is an element of truth in it among some 
politicians. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. Byroape. The Arabs want it to be a part of a total settlement, 
and not settled separately. 

Senator Stennis. Not settled how ? 

Mr. Byroapg. Separately. That would apply to some people, an 
element of truth in it; some politicians look at it that way. They feel 
it is a thing to hold up before the world that would eventually demand 
solution. 

Senator Stennis. Kind of a weapon in their arsenal. 

Another thing: To what extent are those refugees permitted to get 
jobs out in the economy? I hear that disputed, but those who are 
capable, those that are trained, are they permitted to come out in 
those countries and get jobs ¢ 

Mr. Byroape. I think they are, in general, if they go off the U. N. 
relief rolls, but I don’t really remember. 

[ Deleted. | 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe those are all the gestions I have, thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. 

Chairman Green. Have you some questions, Senator Capehart / 


DEFENSE ARRANGEMENTS IN AREA 
Senator Carenart. Mr. Byroade, none of these countries we are talk- 


ing about at the moment are members of NATO, are they ? 
Mr. Byroape. No, sir. 
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Senator Carenart. And none of these countries that we are talking 
about do we at the present have, or have we had in the past, any 
treaty agreements with to protect them or defend them, such'as NATO 
or SEATO? 

Mr. Brroape. No, sir; none at all. 

Senator CareHart. What sort of an agreement do we have with 
Israel ¢ 

Mr. Byrroapg. We have no agreement in a military way except 408 
(e) purchase agreement for equipment. 

Senator Carpenart. We have no military agreement that if they are 
attacked we will come to their aid? 

Mr. Byrroape. No, sir. 

Senator Carenart. We have none with any of those countries over 
there ? 

Mr. Byroapr. We have no agreement. We are a member of the 
Tripartite Declaration, which states our intentions in the area, but 
it isnot an agreement. That isa unilateral thing. 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 

The Near East countries that are members of the NATO would be 
Greece and Turkey ? 

Mr. Byroapeg. ‘That is correct. 

Senator CaprHart. Do you have any idea how much help in dollars 
we have given these countries which we are discussing at the moment, 
over the years? 

Mr. Byroape. I would hesitate to guess, Mr. Senator. We started 
economic aid for the first time about 3 or 4 years ago when it was 
rather small in comparison 

Senator CarrHarr. You would say the sum total of all was com- 
paratively small? 

wie Byroape. If you cut out the NATO members, Greece and 
Turkey. 


Senator CareHarr. Yes; I am cutting out Greece and Turkey. 
AMBASSADOR BYROADE’S BACKGROUND 


You were stationed in Egypt for how long? 

Mr. Byrroape. About 18, 20 months. 

Senator Carenart. When did you first go to Egypt’ 

Mr. Byrroape. I got there February 27, 1955, and I left September 
10, 1956. 

Senator CapeHart. Where were you located prior to that? 

Mr. Byroapr. I was here as Assistant Secretary of State. 

Senator Carenart. And prior to that time, where were you? 

Mr. Byroapr. I was Assistant Secretary of State here for what we 
call the Near East, Africa, and South Asia area. 

Senator Capenart. Did that include these countries ? 

Mr. Byroape. All of them. 

Senator Carpenart. How long were you in that position ? 

Mr. Byroapg. April 1952 to January 1955. 

Senator Carenart. And prior to that time, where were you sta- 
tioned ¢ 

Mr. Byroape. I was in charge of German affairs in the Department 
of State for 3 years before that. 
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REASONS FOR LATE ASSISTANCE TO MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Carenart. Do you know why, even as far back as the 
beginning of the Greece-Turkey help, and down through NATO 
and the Marshall plan, these countries were completely left out of the 
same kind or type of agreements that we gave Greece and Turkey 
and other nations through the years? _ ; 

Mr. Brroaps. Well, I think as a Nation we faced up to the responsi- 
bilities in the Middle East slowly and reluctantly, feeling that others 
had been able to maintain stability there. I do not—— 


MIDDLE EAST OIL 


Senator CAPEHART. Let me ask this: Wasn’t it known 10, 12, or 15 
years ago that two-thirds of the oil reserves were beneath the soil of 
these countries ? 

Mr. Byroapg. Yes; I think it was. 

Senator Capenarr. And was it known at that time that Western 
Europe secured all of its oil production, or practically all of it, from 
the Middle East? 

Mr. Brroapr. Yes. 

Senator CareHart. Was it known at that time that Western 
Europe could not exist, because I think it is true they cannot exist, 
without this Middle East oil? 

Mr. Byroapg. I think that is true, Mr. Senator. But I think at 
that time we saw our greatest threats in Europe and the Far East. 

Senator CareHart. Well now, do you know why, over the years, we 
completely neglected what now we discover is possibly the most im- 
portant area in the world because of its having two-thirds of the oil 
reserves of the world ? 

Mr. Byroapg. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Carenart. Who was responsible for that neglect? 

Mr. Byroapg. All I know is, when I entered the picture in 1952, I 
started fighting to say just what you are saying, to get attention onto 
this area. 

Senator Capenart. I think it has been estimated that we have spent 
as much as $61 billion in Western Europe to help them. We spent, I 
do not know how much, in other parts of the world. We have entered 
into 43 treaties with other nations, in substance similar to the military 
commitment we are now asked to enter into with these nations; namely, 
if they are attacked, we will go to their rescue. The 43 other treaties 
we have say in substance about the same thing and the Formosa one 
does directly. 

Now, why did we or why did our allies, the United Nations, NATO, 
and everyone concerned, leave out these nations, which are the under- 
belly of Russia. They certainly are, to my mind, more important 
or as important, I will put it that way, to the maintenance of perma- 
nent peace or the winning of a war, because of their oil, than any other 
section of Asia or the Middle East. 

Mr. Brroape. Well, of course you must remember, Senator, in the 
period we are talking about some of our allies had a pretty good posi- 
tion there, and were a factor of stability in the Middle East. That 
position has of course now deteriorated. 
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Senator Caremart. Yes. But why wasn’t it a to have, for 
example, Egypt and these countries as a part of NATO, if it was 
important to have Turkey and Greece! 

. Byroape. Well, I think they wouldn’t have joined NATO. 

Senator Caprnart. You don’t think they would have joined 
NATO? 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t think so, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Capenarr. I see. 

Do you know whether any effort was made to get them to join? 

Mr. Byroape. I am sure there was no effort. f think that, frankly, 
we never would have gotten an agreement among all NATO members 
to extend NATO so far. 

Senator Carenart. Why would it do to spend $60 billion in West- 
ern Europe and leave the oil that was necessary to maintain their 
economy a in the Middle East? Do you know the reason- 
ing behind the handling of that situation ? 

r. Byroape. I had no part in this, Senator. I really don’t know. 
Senator Carenart. Thank you, sir. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Futsricut. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mansfield had to go to the 

floor as assistant leader, and has asked me to ask one question based 
upon yesterday’s testimony. 

Chairman Green. Very well. 


PROPOSAL FOR DAM ON YARMUK RIVER 


Senator Futsrient. Are you familiar with the Bunger proposal 
for a dam on the Yarmuk River? 


Mr. Byroave. Very ene yes, sir. 
r. 


Senator Futpricut. Green said yesterday in the transcript at 
page 541, Mr. Bunger was a man with a point 4 mission in Jordan. He 
prepared this program, and then I quote—he submitted it in June 
of 1953, and he says: 

The State Department put a stop to that. It was the one big constructive 
thing that we could have done and that we could still be doing. They put a 
stop to it by asking that a desk study be made, so called, by a Boston firm of 
engineers under the direction of TVA. 

He asked that you be asked about why that was not followed 
through. You were then, I believe, Assistant Secretary of State in 
charge of that desk. 

Mr. Byroapeg. That is right. 

Senator Fu.sricut. He would like that for the record, if you 
would tell us. 

Mr. Brroape. Well, to the best of my memory, that was a dif- 
ference between he and ourselves. We hoped to see the waters of the 
Jordan and the tributaries to the Jordan used in a manner best for 
all concerned. We thought rather than accept this dam at this 
particular location—I had forgotten the river 

Senator Futsrient. The Yarmuk. 

Mr. Byroape. The Yarmuk—-might not be consistent with the de- 
velopment of the whole valley, and as it turns out, as I remember, it 
wasn’t. The location of the dam might have been the same, I am 
not sure, but the height of the dam as I remember was not the same. 

So a firm of very competent engineers was asked to study the whole 
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valley, and they came up with the Jordan River plan, which I believe 
politically and économically was a better plan. 

It was a question of trying, as I recall—I would have to restudy it— 
it was trying to develop one tributory in the absence of a plan for 
the water of the whole valley. 

Senator Futsricut. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Russetzt (presiding). Any further questions? Senator 
Hickenlooper ? 

Senator Hickennoorer. I think I have a question that I jotted 
down this morning before I had to leave. 

Senator Fursrient. May I ask if Mr. Catfery is going to be our 
next witness ? 

Senator Russetu. Our distinguished chairman was compelled to 
leave for another engagement he had, and I understand that when 
the committee has concluded its questioning of Ambassador Byroade, 
we will stand in recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock, when Mr. 
Caffery will be the witness. 

Senator Futericur. Thank you. 


SEIZURE OF SUEZ CANAL 


Senator Hickentoorer. Mr. Byroade, I do not know all that has 
been touched on, and I do not want to burden you further with a repe- 
tition of questions that have been asked and answered several times 
here, but in connection with the siezure of the canal, I read some time 
ago a speech or an article to the effect that Tito said that Nasser had 
told him, long before the situation got acute in Egypt, that he in- 
tended to seize or take over the Suez Canal, and that it was a question 
of timing, indicating that. Nasser had these plans: before the political 
situation got acute in the last events which occurred there. 

Do you know of any verification of that which might be——- 

_ Mr. Byroape. No, sir. I testified here that it was my general feel- 
in, 


oie Hicken.oorer. Has that subject been covered ? 

Mr. Byrroape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Well, then, if it is in the record, I will 
not.ask you to plow that ground again. 


REFUGEE PROBLEM 


The other question I was going to ask you, was about the matter of 
whether the refugee problem, at least among some elements in the 
Arab world, was desired to be left as a sort of festering sore to accentu- 
ate excitement. among the Arabs and keep a fire of opposition to the 
West, but you answered that a moment ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is all I have. 

Senator Carenart. Just one question. 

Senator Russeiu. Yes. 


SEIZURE OF SUEZ CANAL 


Senator Carenartr. Was there a sovereign Egyptian law which per- 
mitted Nasser to take over the Suez Canal ? 
Mr. Byroape. To take over the Suez Canal Co. ? 
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Senator CaprHart. Yes. 

Mr. Byroape. That was an Egyptian company, registered under an 
Egyptian law. 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 

Mr. Byroape. So, therefore, he would have the same right as any 
government to nationalize and to compensate. 

Senator Capenart. The same right we have in the United States, 
you mean, to take over under the public domain law ? 

Mr. Byroape. Well 

Senator Carenart. Do they have any such law as we have in the 
United States? For example, if we are going to build a highway or 
we want public property for general welfare, we have the right to con- 
demn it in the United States and take it over. 

Mr. Byroapg. I don’t recall, sir, Egyptian law that well. 

Senator Carenart. But it was a private corporation, private Egyp- 
tian corporation. 

Mr. Byroapre. Well, it was, of course, made up of international stock- 
holders and citizens. 

Senator Caprnart. Yes, I understand, but it was chartered under 
Egyptian law. 

Mr. Byroave. Yes. 

Senator Carenarr. And he simply took over the charter of the 
company ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes. 

Senator Carenart. Did he reimburse them for it ? 

Mr. Byroape. He offered to in his speech of nationalization, he said 
he was willing to pay compensation as of full value of the stock as of 
that day. 

Now, no one has ever got to compensation talks, because other things 
started to happen. 

Senator Caprenart. Did he do that under existing law, or did he 
have a new law passed, or did he do it under what he thought were 
really his inherent rights? 

Mr. Byroape. I believe in his speeches, he has quoted an Egyptian 
law, but I am not sure about that. 

Senator Carenart. I wonder if our staff can look that up and see 
under what law, existing law, or what power, Nasser took over the 
Suez Canal. We might be interested in knowing that. [Deleted.] 

Mr. Byroape. There was no law passed in the immediate future 
prior to this which would apply to it, as I remember. 

Senator CApenart. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Russert. Mr. Ambassador, I have one final question. I 
hope it hasn’t been asked you. [had to goto the floor. 


WHY NOT TREATIES WITH MIDDLE EASTERN COUNTRIES? 


Do you know of any reason why it is desirable to give this area the 
special treatment that this resolution accords, rather than proceeding 
through a series of treaties or agreements as we have done with other 
countries ? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, sir, I think I do. 

It goes back to the intense suspicion of this part of the world and 
their hostility to anything that smacks of foreign domination. Now, 
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that is hard for us to understand in our logic, because our agreements. 
to us do not have that aspect in them at all, But these people do not 
think as we do, and I think there are some conditions in our aid agree- 
ments that we might very well drop for a part of the world where our 
language says something else to them. 

It didn’t in Europe. There our policies were together, we were 
trying to rebuild together. But I think you find the same thing as I 
refer to all across the Bandung area. 

Senator Russett. Well, there is nothing very restrictive in these 
agreements except that they were to use the aid in accordance with 
the agreement, and things of that kind. 

Mr. Byroape. Well, I realize that there isn’t in our logic. For in- 
stance, the right of inspection. I have no doubt that that can be ar- 
ranged in many cases quite satisfactorily through attaché officers, and 
so on. But some of these countries just don’t want a big building 
saying “United States Military Mission.” They don’t like that. And 
we have got to weigh very carefully how important it is to have that 
big building with that name. It is irritating to us that they don’t 
understand us better, but that is what we are faced with. 

Senator Russexy. It is about the first time in history that I know 
of that a donor forgoes the right to follow his gift to see it accom- 
plish the purposes of the gift. 

Mr. Byroape. Well, the relationship between donor and receiver 
under the Koran is quite a different proposition. 

Senator Russeii. We had no great trouble in Turkey and Pakistan. 
Are they not devotees of the Moslem religion ? 

s Mr. Byroape. They are Moslem, but they are with a different 
istory. 

Senator Russett. We had no trouble in Pakistan. We have an 
agreement there, and a big building and a big mission there did not 
scare them, apparently. 

Mr. Brroape. Well, in this center of the world, they seem to be more 
suspicious than they are in Pakistan. 


SOVIET METHODS 


Senator Russeiy. Well, didn’t the Russians send in quite a sizable 
mission into Egypt? 

Mr. Byroape. om there were individuals who came in, but to my 
knowledge there is—at least technically—no, supposedly no military 
mission. 

Senator Russet. Well, some of the evidence here indicated that 
they may have had as many as a thousand people prior to the outbreak 
of hostilities, training the Egyptians in the use of these weapons they 
let them have. 

Mr. Byroape. But the difference is, I think, that there was no signed 
public agreement which said so-and-so should be done. Often you 
can do things verbally or secretly in the Arab world that you have 
trouble in putting on paper. 

Senator Russe. There was also no trouble in Russia making them 
put cotton on the barrelhead before sending arms, and we had trouble 
in giving economic aid. 

Mr. Brroape. I don’t think that is quite true. 
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Senator Russrix. You do not think Russia was paid for those crops 
or has a lien on the cotton crops? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes; present and future crops. I mean it was sort of 
a term arrangement. 

Senator Russet... Well, you do not dispute it was a sale; do you? 

Mr. Byroape. No. It was a sale, and I think it was to pay it back 
so much a year. 

Senator Russeru. It seems to me if they could handle it that way, 
sending in a thousand people, they ought not be suspicious of us on a 
program where we are not seeking a mortgage on any of their property, 
and wanted to have some people in there to follow it. 

Mr. Brroapre. I quite agree with you, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Russeti. Why is it that their mentality is so different to 
us and so different toward the Communists ? 

Mr. Brroapre. Because their whole history and religion is different 
from ours. 

Senator Russeiz. I know, but it is different from the Russians, too. 
The Russians do not have any religion, and they at least embrace 
Christ, in part, in the Koran. 

Mr. Byrroape. [Deleted.]| The Communist bloc flatters these local 
people, “What do you want?” They won’t really quibble about what 
they think they should have and it is a straight deal. Everything with 
a smile, they could be finished in an hour. I sometimes wonder 
whether it is possible for us to simplify our methods sufficiently for 
this area. 

[ Deleted. ] 

Senator Russeiy. Well, I am very interested in that, and I know 
you are tired and you have every reason to be, but I have been greatly 
concerned to see that the Russians could sell around a half billion 
dollars worth of stuff in an area where we give away a billion and a 
half, and yet. they can cause more trouble and confusion by selling 
half a billion than we can possibly patch up by giving a billion and a 
half. We have to embark on another big program to correct the Rus- 
sians’ influence from selling them something. 

Mr. Byroape. If an Arab can afford to buy, he would rather buy 
than have a gift. It is quite true. And if you say, “We will take 
cotton,” which they have, it is a barter deal, and no one has lost face. 

Any Arab leader is afraid to take a gift, because his people will 
say he sold out something that he should not have done. 

Senator Russeti. Well, some members of the committee have in- 
sisted that more of this program be put on a loan basis all the way 
through; that would help assuage their self-respect. 

Mr. Byroape.They would where they could afford to do it, but in 
many states they cannot. 

Senator CaprHartT. Would the Senator vield? 

Senator Russetx. Yes, 


LOANS 


Senator Capenart. Could they afford to put it on a loan basis, and 
we permit them to pay in their own currency ? 

Mr. Byroape. Some of them might. 

Senator Capenart. Would they feel better about the whole thing 
if it was on a loan basis where they were permitted to repay in their 
own currency, rather than a gift? 
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Mr. Byrroape. Well, of course, we sometimes even run into trouble 
there because of the history of certain foreign loans in the area and 
in some deeply religious places, on the question of interest. 

Senator Carpenart. You mean a loan? 

Mr. Byroape. Yes, The interest ‘business gets into some elements 
of the Koran. It is a complicated part of the world to us. 

Senator Russetz. I know. But I have a responsibility for at least 
2, part of the dealing with the American taxpayers’ money in this area, 
and I am trying to understand at least a little about it, and I frankly 
run into a stone wall everytime I get. down to the question of a loan 
there, that we cannot deal in terms of credit. 

Yet the Russians can, and on a very small scale, comparatively, undo 
all we have done by giving away a great deal. 

Senator. Barrerr..Mr. Chairman, will you yield at that point? 

Senator Russriz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Barrett. Do I understand the objections from the Arab 
people are more because of the interest item rather than the repay- 
ment of the principal part of the loan? 

Mr. Byrroape. Well, there is a religious aspect to the question of 
interest, you see. 

(Discussion off. the record.) 

Senator Russetu. What is the difference as a matter of principle’ 
These people are not fools down there. Some of them are very in- 
telligent. For my part, I cannot see any difference in buying some- 
thing on credit and in taking a loan. Now, it may be different, but it 
is difficult for me to understand. 

-Mr. Byroape. There is quite a difference from our logic, I agree 
with you, 

Senator Russet. You have been involved in a great many things. 
I would like to see some other theory.of loan applied there. The 
utilization of grants as opposed to the Russian policy of sales has 
apparently failed, and’ the Russians are getting something out of 
theirs, and we are getting nothing but trouble out of ours. 

Mr. Byroape. I quite agree, wherever we can sell it, we ought to, 
rather than grants. 

Senator Russeiz. Any further questions? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Funsrient. Just one, if I might. 


STATE DEPARTMENT POLICY 


Since you were on the State Department desk for 3 or 4 years, could 
you give the committee what you would consider to have been our 
objectives and our policy in this area during that period? What 
were we trying to achieve? 

Mr. Byroapeg. Only in the most general terms offhand. We were 
trying to see that this area was western-oriented or, at the very least. 
not dominated by enemies of ours. We thought to insure that we had 
to try to help solve the inter areas problems that Russia could take 
advantage of. 

We wanted to insure there the oil supply to Europe and England and 
America, and the private investments of Americans. 
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We, I think, wanted to see more strength in the area than they have, 
and the governments to able to handle internal security. We wanted 
anti-Communist governments in the area. 

I don’t know anything other than these generalities, Mr. Senator, 
that I can give you, offhand. 

Senator Fu.srieut. I was just curious. A moment ago in answer to 
Senator Smith, you felt that our policy had been a success in this 
area. Those being the objectives, it is difficult for me to see how you 
can feel that it has been successful in achieving them during the past 
4 or 5 years. 

Mr. Byroape. I don’t believe I said that, Mr. Senator. I said our 
policy of trying to even up the reputation of the United States on the 
Arab-Israeli matter, I felt had met with some success. 

Senator Fursricut. Well, the record will show I misunderstood 
you, if that is the way it was. It was in answer to Senator Smith’s 
question a few moments ago. 

Mr. Byroapr. I remember now. To him I said I thought the gen- 
eral trend of our policy had been correct, what we were trying to do. 

Senator Fu.srient. You do not think you used the word “success” ? 

Mr. Byroape. No, sir; I am sure I didn’t. 

Senator Futsricut. At least if you did, you would now like to 
correct it? You do not think it has been a success? 

Mr. Byrroape. I am so certain the wording I gave you is correct that 
{ will trust the record. 

Senator Futsrieur. All right. 

Senator Carenarr. Mr. Chairman, one more question, and I would 
like to ask this off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Russeii. Well, thank you, Mr. Ambassador, for your assis- 
tance to the committees. 

If there are no further questions, the committee will now stand in 
recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock, when former Ambassador 
Jefferson Caffery will be the first witness. 

(Whereupon, at 5:30 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m. Friday, February 8, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1957 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ForniGN RELATIONS AND 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committees met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a. m., in room 212, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Theodore Francis Green (chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations) presiding. 

Present: Senators Green (chairman) presiding, Fulbright, Spark- 
man, Mansfield, Morse, Long, Wiley, Smith of New Jersey, Hicken- 
looper, Knowland, Aiken, and Capehart of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations; and Senators Russell (chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services), Byrd, Case of South Dakota, and Barrett. 

Chairman Green. The meeting will please come to order. 

For the information of the members of the committee, I hope we 
will be able to proceed on the following schedule: 

This afternoon at 2:30, I hope we will be able to hear former Am- 
bassador to Israel, James McDonald. 

On Monday morning February 11, I expect to schedule a meetin 
in this room to hear Senator O’Mahoney, and to begin discussion o 
the markup of the bill. 

I propose that the committee meet at 2:30 on Monday afternoon 
to continue that markup. 

If we are able to keep this schedule, we will have heard every wit- 
ness the committee wanted to hear except General Gruenther. Un- 
fortunately, General Gruenther will not be available until next Thurs- 
day morning, February 14, and I have asked the staff to make arrange- 
ments for his appearance at that time. 

I regret very much to have to proceed with the marking up of the 
bill without having heard General Gruenther, but the choice is either 
to wait an additional week, almost, or to go ahead as I propose; and, 
after hearing General Gruenther, we can change any attitude that we 
have already tentatively adopted. 

Our first witness today is Mr. Jefferson Caffery, who was Ambassa- 
dor to Egypt for a number of years. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JEFFERSON CAFFERY, FORMER UNITED 
STATES AMBASSADOR TO EGYPT 


SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST 


Chairman Green. Mr. Caffery, in order to start the discussion, may 
I ask you, Do you believe the Eisenhower doctrine promotes the 
United States interests in the Middle East ? 
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Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Chairman Green. And will you explain why you reach that con- 
clusion ? 

Mr. Carrery. I have no formal statement, but I have a few notes 
here that I would like to read. 

Chairman Green. Well, use your notes as you prefer. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. They are just pencil notes I have here. 

There exists an apprehension in the Middle East that although the 
United States is vastly interested in principle in that region, we will 
never do anything about it except talk and make declarations and 

ass resolutions and make promises and operate point 4, for instance, 
But will never fight; that the Russians can continue their propaganda 
and infiltration and intrigue and subversion, and we will protest and 
turn on our propaganda, but we will not use force. 

The Russians supply huge amounts of arms and ammunition to some 
countries in the Middle East. We have turned over a few arms there, 
but not many. The Russians buy cotton and rice; we don’t want their 
cotton and rice. 

It is sad to relate, but in the world in general, and in the Middle 
East in particular, men in general respect and fear only power and 
force, and a willingness to use force and power. 

It is easy for a man to be brave when he is strong. It is easier for 
a man to go along with the insidious when he is weak. That is the 
case of many men in the Middle East. Many of them know what the 
Russians are up to, but they don’t want to stick out their necks too 
soon. 

The Russians have a definite policy in the Middle East—the Czars 
had it, these people have it—to take over the Middle East. Their 
tactics vary as Communist tactics do, but the end is always the same, 

For our part, the men of the Middle East have never been sure 
whether or not we really meant what we were saying. I know per- 
sonally many of the leaders in the Middle East, and their countries, 
too. 

There are many men of good will in the Middle East, many men 
who are basically friendly to the United States. There is a reservoir 
of good will. But it is only too true that in some countries of the 
Arab world few friendly voices are heard talking out loud. 

All of this leads up to the fact that the only way to stop the march 
of the Iron Curtain is for us to take a stand, and such a stand as to 
make it abundantly clear to the men of the Middle East and to the 
Russians that we mean what we say. The President’s program seems 
to me to mean just that. 

At the same time, the President makes it clear that help is to be 
extended only to nations requesting it. There is no imperialism there. 

The nations of the Middle East need military assistance to build u 
forces sufficient to maintain national independence and territoria 
integrity; in other words, chiefly to prevent Communist subversion 
and to circumvent Communist intrigue. 

The nations of the Middle East need economic assistance chiefly 
to do something about the low standards of living. In fact, if some- 
thing is not done about that, the masses will go probably Communist 
anyhow. : 
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Iraq and Turkey are doing something; most of the others are too 
poor to do much, but the desire to do something is there and must be 
encouraged. 

It is a mistake to talk about a vacuum that someone else must fill. 
The vacuum is there, all right, and we must help the people there to 
fill it themselves. And that can be done by helping them to live like 
men. 

If the people of the Middle East decide we are serious, they will 
respond seriously by deeds more than words, perhaps. You can’t 
expect all of them to speak out yet. They have talked too much on 
the other side. 

The Arabs are more emotional, perhaps, than most. Give them a 
little time. j 

I know a little, personally, about the Russians, too. Ifthe Russians 
detect vacillation on our side in the Middle East, we can look forward 
in due course to open attempts to move that Iron Curtain this side 


of Suez. 
That is all I had written down, Senator. 


WILL EISENHOWER DOCTRINE PROMOTE UNITED STATES INTERESTS? 


Chairman Green. Well, Mr. Ambassador, do you believe that the 
so-called Eisenhower doctrine promotes United States interests in the 
Middle East ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. Yes, Senator. 

Chairman Green. How will it do so? 

Mr. Carrery. By doing what I was attempting to say, Senator. It 
will make the men of the Middle East believe that we mean what we 
say, and the Russians, too. The men of the Middle East and the Rus- 
sians understand only force and power. 

We have talked a lot, but neither the Russians nor the people in the 
Middle East have been sure that we would ever fight. Now the Presi- 
dent’s program makes it clear that while we wouldn’t ever want to do 
it, under certain circumstances we would fight. In other words, we 
are serious—we mean what we say. 


EFFECT ON UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH FRANCE 


Chairman Green. How would it affect our relations with France? 
Mr. Carrery. Why, I think that basically the French would go 
along with this. There may be some speeches, and that sort of thing 
to the contrary, but I happen to know many of the French, too, an 
they will go along with this. 
Chairman Green. You think it will improve our relations with 
them also ? 
Mr. Carrery. I think so. 
Discussion off the record. ) 
hairman Green. I won’t take any more time now, because there 
are many who may want to ask questions. 


ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


_ Senator Russeix. I was very interested in some of the generaliza- 
tions of your statement, Mr. Caffery. You stated, I believe, that Tur- 
key and Iraq had done certain things. 
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Mr. Carrery. In the way of attempting to improve standards of 
living, yes. 

Senator Russreiu. Improve standards of living, but the others were 
too poor to do much. 

r. Carrery. I said most of them were too poor to do much. 

Senator Russrtx. I just caught that “too poor to do much.” I was 
under the impression that some of the others had much more resources 
than Turkey and Iraq. 

Mr. Carrerry. Definitely. I said “most,” Senator, because it is per- 
fectly true that Saudi Arabia, for instance, has resources. 

Senator Russet. Well, Iran has considerable resources. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. They have done a little in Iran. 

Senator Russeii. Egypt has the Suez Canal. 

Mr. Carrery. But they are not getting much out of it. 

Senator Russet. I know. But we cannot assume responsibility 
for their closing it, can we? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Russet. If they wanted to do that. 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Russeiu. So, as a matter of fact, there are great resources 
in that area. 

Mr. Carrery. There are great resources in the area. 

Senator Russeii. And they are able to do a great deal for them- 
selves, if those resources are properly utilized. 

Mr. Carrery. That is correct, Senator. I thought I carefully said 
that “most” of them—I had in mind Syria, Lebanon, and Jordan, 
and so on. 

Senator Russeti. Well, I have no quarrel with your main thesis, 
as I understand it—putting the Russians on notice that if they make 
an act of overt aggression in this area against any country which 
desires our aid, that they will get the works militarily. I have no 
quarrel with that thesis or that part of the resolution. 

Now, you were in Egypt for some time, I believe, as Ambassador. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, sir. 


OPINION OF NASSER 


Senator Russett. You were there when the King was deposed, 
were you, and General Naguib took over ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Russetx. Did you know him? When he took over tempo- 
rarily, that is. 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. 

Senator Russeit. What type of man is he? 

Mr. Carrery. Naguib is a charming man, he is a good patriot. He 
has good will. But—well, I will say it this way, he is not as intelli- 
gent as Nasser. 

Senator Russett. Do you regard him as being as dangerous as 
Nasser? Sometimes intelligence implies other things, if it is exer- 
cised in the proper direction, 

Mr. Carrery. I wouldn’t use the word “dangerous” for Naguib. 

[ Deleted. ] 

No, I would not call him a dangerous man. 
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Senator Russert. You were in Egypt when Naguib was succeeded 
by Nasser ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, very definitely. 

Senator Russety. Do you know Colonel Nasser quite well? 

Mr. Carrery. Very well, indeed. 

Senator Russeiz. Do you agree with the theme that he is the best 
of the alternatives that we have in that area to govern? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, I would have to answer that in some 
words. 

[ Deleted. ] 

As long as I was there, I don’t think that Nasser ever turned me 
down on anything I asked him to do of any importance. Not that if 
T had stayed there things would have been different, I don’t mean to 
imply that. But anyhow, as long as I was there, I can say this for 
Nasser, he didn’t let me down. 

Senator Russety. Do you think up to the time you left Egypt, he 
had in mind seizing the canal ? 

Mr. Carrery. That was too early to say, Senator. He hadn’t got- 
ten around to that. 

Senator Russeiy. He did not discuss that with you? 

Mr. Carrery. He hadn’t gotten around to that, no. I think I can 
honestly say no, he hadn’t gotten around to it. 

Senator Russety. Do you know the men who are around Nasser? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. I mean I know all that original group. 
Since I left, there have been some changes. 


COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN EGYPT 


Senator Russeti. Do you think there is any Communist influence in 
Egypt? 

Mr. Carrery. Communist influence in Egypt? Yes. 

Senator Russeiu. How extensive? 

Mr. Carrery. The Communist Party is outlawed. 

Senator Russet... I understand. 

Mr. Carrery. The principal ones are in jail. But naturally, by 
virtue of the Communists letting them have arms and buying their 
cotton and rice, and whatnot, there is no doubt there has been some 
infiltration there. How much, I don’t know, because this has all hap- 
pened since I left. But I would say “Yes.” 

Senator Russetz. Do you know a man named Ahmed Fouard ? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t recall him offhand. 

Senator Russeti. I was informed that he was the head of the eco- 
nomic planning in Egypt under Colonel Nasser. 

Mr. Carrery. Oh. Then I don’t know him. Some of these men 
have come up in the last 2 years. 

Senator Russeiy. And he was a Communist, or very strongly com- 
munistically inclined. 

Mr. Carrery. It is very possible. 


OPINION OF KING FAROUK 


Senator Russet. When did King Farouk go “sour,” Mr. Ambas- 
sador? I happened to meet him in 1943 during the war when I was 
down there. He was a young, attractive, clear-eyed young man at 
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that time. He had not gotten so obese as his recent pictures show him 
to be. He seemed to be very much on the job. 

I was under the impression that he was well above the ordinary run 
of rulers in that area at that time, but apparently later he did a great 
many things which he should not have done. Do you know anything 
about his background ? 

[ Deleted. | 

Senator Russeiz. At that time, Mr. Kirk was our Ambassador 
there, and I gathered he had a rather high opinion of the King at that 
time. 

Mr. Carrery. I wouldn’t be surprised. 

As far as United States interests were concerned, he cooperated. 

Senator Russett. The United States interests, of course, were 
greatly influenced by the condition of the country, whether the head of 
it is cooperating with us or not. He might be out tomorrow. 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. 

Senator Russet. The conditions within the country are very largely 
that on which they seek to build this resolution, to change the condi- 
tions in the country. We certainly think now we have a tremendous 
interest in conditions within the country. 

Mr. Carrery. Of course we have. That is our basic interest, of 
course. I had to change very completely from Farouk to Nasser. 
Senator Russeizi. I beg pardon. 

Mr. Carrery. I had to change very quickly from Farouk to Nasser. 


ASSISTANCE TO SAUDI ARABIA 


Senator Russett. Now, we have had several witnesses here, people in 
the State Department who have served in this area. We had Ambas- 
sador Wadsworth from Saudi Arabia, and he is strongly disposed to 
think that we should have a program of grant arms assistance to Saudi 
Arabia. 

Do you know enough about that area to have any views on that 
matter ? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, of course, in Saudi Arabia there are two things: 
One is oil, and the other is the big airbase at Dhahran. And I sup- 
pose he had that in mind more than anything else. 

Senator Russet. Well, he did, as a matter of fact. And you state 
that the fact that the Russians have sent arms in there makes it in- 
cumbent on us to send arms. I gathered that was the import of your 
statement. 

Mr. Carrery. At least we should show the disposition to do so. 
Perhaps in some of these things, words are more important than deeds; 
the disposition to do so. 

Senator Russeti. Yes. But the disposition sometimes gets you in 
trouble, though. I think it has there now. Hope deferred maketh the 
heart sick. The people who have been waiting on us to give them some 
arms, it seems that the difficulty in Egypt grew out of the fact that we 
would not give Egypt any arms. 

Mr. Carrery. That had a lot to do with it. 

Senator Russetx. One of the witnesses indicated it had a lot to do 
with it. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, that is correct. 
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Senator Russetz. You think it did? 
Mr. Carrery. Yes. 


ARMS POLICY TOWARD EGYPT AND SAUDI ARABIA 


Senator Russett. Did you recommend, while you were Ambassador, 
that we change our arms policy toward Egy pt? 

Mr. Carrery. I can’t say that because when those two treaties hav- 
ing to do with Suez and the Sudan between the British and the Egyp- 
tians were made, there was certainly at one time a disposition on our 
part to let the Egyptians have arms. 

That was never carried out for a variety of reasons. Among them 
was, the Egyptians would not accept conditions. They wanted them 
without any conditions. So there was a time, yes, that I thought we 
should let them have arms. Yes. 

Senator Russe.i. Well, now, the same thing has been true in Saudi 
Arabia, has it not? ‘They do not like any conditions. They ordered 
our point 4 mission out of Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. Carrery. I wouldn’t like to speak as an expert on that one ques- 
tion of Saudi Arabia. 

Senator Russety. Did you know that Saudi Arabia had asked our 
point 4 mission to leave ? 

Mr. Carrrey. I think I do remember that. 

Senator Russety. And they promptly did so. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; 1 think Il remember that. 

Senator RussELL. Do you not think we would have a very grave dan- 
ger in launching a new program there without any conditions, when we 
have had programs all over the world with conditions? Do you not 
think the people who are getting aid in other areas are going to say, 
“If you can give things in Saudi Arabia without conditions, or in any 
other country in the Middle East , you ought to be able to give them to 
us without conditions” ? 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, I would rather not speak with authority on 
Saudi Arabia, bec: 1use—— 

Senator Russet. Well, let’s use Egypt, then. Suppose you find it 
desirable to give them some arms without conditions. Do you not 
think that would cause a great deal of difficulty in the other countries 
where we had all these conditions through all these years and through 
all these billions of dollars ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. In the first place, Senator, I don’t think we should 
be giving the Egyptians arms under any ‘and all conditions, and, 
theoretically, I just can’t say. I would prefer having conditions, 
certainly. 

There might be a time when I would say, “No”; but that would 
certainly be, in the case of Egypt, very theoretical. 

Senator Russert. We have been told here, Mr. Ambassador, by a 
number of witnesses who were asked why we did not enter into treaties 
or agreements with these countries as we have in other instances, or 
having pacts such as we have in NATO and other instances, SEATO, 
and the other arms pacts, that the reason was because of the delicate 
condition in this area, and they had to deal with it on a different basis. 
One argument that was used was that these conditions which were 
imposed were not acceptable to the people in this area. 
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Mr. Carrery. Well, I myself believe, just offhand, in the general 
principle that there should be conditions. 

Senator Russeiu. There should be conditions? 

Mr. Carrery. That is my personal opinion, that there should be 
conditions. 

Senator Russet. I am very glad to hear you say that. I certainly 
hope we can do that. 

r. Carrery. That is just in general. Although, as I said just a 
little while ago, Senator, I might change my mind in a certain case 
if I were involved, and say, “No”; I believe we should give them with- 
out conditions. In general, I would say it is preferable to have condi- 
tions. 

DISCUSSION OF NASSER 


Senator Russetx. Do you know when Nasser wrote his book? Iam 
sure you read it, The Revolution. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, roughly; yes, sir. I don’t believe Nasser wrote 
that book himself. 

Senator Russe.u. I could not believe that Hitler wrote Mein Kampf, 
either. When I read it, I thought he had more sense than that. But 
it turned out to be a pretty good blueprint of what he undertook. 

Mr. Carrery. There is no question that Nasser O. K.’d this. I 
just remarked that perhaps technically he was not the one who wrote it. 
He O. K.’d it. 

Senator Russetu. Do you think he aspires to the vast resources in 
that area, the means of communication and transportation to achieve 
the end that he sets out in that book ? 

Mr. Carrery. All of them; no. 

Senator Russeix. Sir? 

Mr. Carrery. All of them; no. He is an ambitious man, a very 
ambitious man, and ambitious personally. Perhaps he identifies Egypt 
with himself, very ambitious for Egypt and ambitious for himself. 
I would say all of that, no; that all of 1t wasn’t serious. 

Senator Russeix. All of it wasn’t serious? 

Mr. Carrery. Of course, I haven’t seen Nasser since I left there 
just over 2 years ago, and I repeat that when I was there, he was ex- 
tremely, extremely cooperative. I repeat that. 

Senator Russet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carrery. What has happened since then is another story. 

Senator Russeix. I was aware of the fact that your relations with 
Nasser were so good that some people thought that you could go as 
one of his principal advisers, and we all put great hope in it. But it 
appears when you left, they made a terrible mistake in getting you 
out of there, if that is true, because I am quite sure that you would not 
have advised the course he has followed since then. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, I retired on my own request, so I can’t 
pin that on anybody. 

Senator Russet. Well, I will say it is unfortunate, if that is true. 

Mr. CaFrrery. Perhaps if I had stayed there, he would have be- 
haved just the same; I can’t answer that. 
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BRITISH WITHDRAWAL FROM CANAL ZONE 


Senator Russe... You were aware, of course, of the negotiations 
that were going forward to have the British remove their military 
forces from the canal zone? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes, indeed. 

Senator Russett. Do you think, in the light of subsequent events, 
that we were wise in advising the British to get out of there? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, we did not specifically advise the 
British to get out. 

Senator Russety. Are you sure of that, Mr. Ambassador? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, I was the one who was the go-between there, 
and whatever administration it was, it began with the Truman admin- 
istration and continued in this administration. 

Senator Russe.u. I was not trying to put it on a partisan basis. 
I think the Democrats made just as many mistakes in the field of 
foreign policy as the Republicans, maybe more, because they had a 
longer time to make them. 

Mr. Carrery. That isn’t my point at all. All I wanted to say was 
this: That Washington’s one interest was to bring about peace in the 
area. There had been differences between the British and the Egyp- 
tians for over 70 years, and there were two subjects. One was Suez 
and one was Sudan. And Washington wanted to see those matters 
settled. 

I acted as a friend to both sides, and the one thing we wanted was 
a settlement. If anybody is to blame, it was me. 

But, specifically, I never advised the British to withdraw anything. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Russeti. There is no question in your mind that Colonel 
Nasser is now the greatest hero to the Moslems of the Middle East; 
isthere, Mr. Ambassador ? 


OPINION OF NASSER 


Mr. Carrery. Yes. Some of them don’t think so, but the masses, 

yes, 

Senator Russeiyu. To the masses, he is the hero. But you do not 
think that he is serious about using this tremendous popularity that 
he has in this vital area to carry out his declarations in his book? 

Mr. Carrery. Not all of them. 

Senator Russetu. Which ones do you think he is not serious about? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, I haven’t seen that book for an awful long 
time, but I would say that Nasser does want to make Egypt the domi- 
nating power in the Middle East; yes. He does want to be the strong- 
est man in the Middle East, and sometimes he doesn’t care where the 
chips fall. 


THE KORAN 


Senator Russetu. We will move on from that. 
We have had some evidence here that—some of it—is a little bit 
confusing to me. Mr. Wadsworth, as I have indicated, thought that 
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we ought to have a grant program to Saudi Arabia and, if I under- 
stood it, the other countries in that area. 

We were told yesterday by Mr. Byroade when I was examining him 
about the difference between the Russians being able to use the very 
few sales to cause more troubles than we were able to patch up with 
the billions of dollars of grants, that the Koran forbade these people 
from accepting a gift. 

Did you get the impression that there would be any difficulty in 
getting these people to accept any grants of economic or military aid? 

Mr. Carrery. No, Senator. 

Senator Russetn. You do not think so. I must say that I share 
your view in that, and I have been amazed 

Mr. Carrery. I do not want to get into a controversy with Hank 
Byroade. 





TYPES OF AID PROJECTS 


Senator Russery. But I have been amazed to see the newspapers 
in the last few days treat it as a great triumph of diplomacy that 
we were about to get these people to take the American dollars which 
this resolution provides. I did not think that would be the greatest 
of our difficulties in this area—to get them to take the money. 

From the point of view of this country, Mr. Ambassador, could you 
give us any estimate of the nature of the projects that you think would 
be necessary in this area to accomplish the purposes of the resolution? 

Mr. Carrery. Nature of the projects? No, I can’t. 

Personally, I think the important thing in this program is that we 
show a disposition to do it. I think that is the important thing. I 
don’t think you can possibly sit down now and blueprint projects. 
Nobody can. 

Senator Russeiu. Is there any doubt in your mind if we embark on 
this program, that it will cost a great deal of money over a long period 
of years? 

Mr. Carrery. Over a period of years. I would say a long period 
of years; no, we shouldn’t do it. 

Senator RusseiL. What do you mean by a “long period”? We have 
not been able to get out from under the assistance programs we started 
under the Marshall plan. 

Mr. Carrery. I would not favor any length of time like we have 
seen under the Marshall plan. That is too long. 

Senator Russet. Did your knowledge of conditions there in Egypt 
lead you to conclude that there was no real alternative to Nasser as 
the ruling force or power in that country ? 

Mr. Carrery. No. Of course, there isn’t a man in the world who 
is indispensable. But it would be difficult under present conditions, 
Nasser having become such a hero, it would be very difficult to find 
anybody else, yes. 

Senator Russetu. Were the negotiations looking toward the con- 
struction of the Aswan Dam in progress when you were there? 

Mr. Carrery. There was overall talk, Senator. We had not gotten 
that far. But we were just in theory talking about it; yes. 

‘ OE RusseLy. Did you recommend the construction of that 
am ? 
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Mr. Carrery. I don’t think I ever recommended the construction ; 
no; but it looked good to me; but I didn’t know enough about it, espe- 
cially technically. Just in principle, it sounded good. 


COMMUNIST INFILTRATION 


Well, my point of view was this: Unless the Egyptians do some- 
thing about their fedayeen, as they call them—the mass of the people, 
the peasants—they are going to be in serious trouble anyhow. As I 
remarked, the people over there, if something isn’t done about those 
conditions, communism is going to come in there. 

Senator Russetn. You do not share the view of Mr. Byroade, that 
the masses of this area, in this country, would not turn to communism 
on account of their religious faith ? 

Mr. Carrery. I am afraid I don’t. 

Senator Russetn. You think the threat of communism in this area 
is real; that the masses in some of the countries, at least, are very 
likely to turn Communist ? 

Mr. Carrery. Not now, not now, and the threat isn’t today; but 
I stand on what I said, that in the long run, if something isn’t done 
about those people, about the way they live, yes, they will go Com- 
munist. It is only potential, because certainly there has been no 
permeation of the masses. 

Senator Russett. That was the question I wanted to ask you. You 
said there was Communist infiltration there which had not gotten 
down 

Mr. Carrrry. Not to the masses. 

Senator Russeti. So it is in the intelligentsia where there is the 
manifestation of communism ? 

Mr. Carrey. Exactly. 

Senator Russert. Mr. Ambassador, you have served your country 
over a long period of years, in many areas of the world. You have 
had an opportunity to observe the workings of our aid program in 
Europe and the different types of program we undertook to apply in 
the Middle East. You know the psychology of the people involved, 
and I am hopeful you will be able to answer this question to me. It 
causes me more anxiety than nearly any other thing in the interna- 
tional picture today. 





RUSSIAN METHODS 


That is, why is it that the Russians, by a series of sales for which 
they received compensation, on a very limited basis, can come into an 
area where we give away a great deal of money or spend it, in enlight- 
ened self-interest, whatever way you want to do it, and undo with a 
few sales all that we have been able to do by a comprehensive program 
of economic aid, which I think in this area is around $750 million, 
which is available now, and cause us to have to embark on still larger 
programs of grant aid to these countries to try to defeat the trouble 
that is caused by a few sales for which they receive compensation ? 

Mr. Carrery. I can say just this, Senator: That the Russians know 
only too well how to take advantage of every bit of help they give. I 
won’t make myself popular when I say that perhaps they understand 
propaganda better than we do. 
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Senator Russetu. Well, you do not think it is in any wise due to 
the fact that they go in and treat these people as equals, whereas our 
representatives sometimes have a tendency to look down their noses 
at them? I am exploring this because it really causes me very grave 
concern. 

I do not see how we can possibly win in the long run unless we 
can correct something that causes a small Russian sale to have more 
efficacy in the influencing of people and making friends than a large 
American grant. 

Mr. Carrery. I have to repeat, the Russians know how to do those 
things. [Deleted.] 

But I started to say we are new at it, but, of course, the Russians 
are, too, but the Russians simply know how to take advantage of every- 
thing they do, and it doesn’t make any sense, but it simply is true. 
They do, and they do it better than we do. 

Senator Russet. Well, it is not limited to this area. I recall, and 
it may have been during your service in France, that they sent one 
shipload of wormy wheat down to Marseilles and got credit for a 
tremendous program of relief for the starving, which was really 
developed and carried through by American contributions. 

Mr. Carrrry. Yes, it was. 

Senator Russeii. And you have no suggestion whatever as to how 
we can go about combating that ? 

Mr. Carrery. Just try to handle our programs as well as the Rus- 
sians do. It is something you can’t spell out. The Russians do know 
how to take advantage of everything they do. 

Senator RusseLt. Our taxpayers are paying a fearful price for 
our inability to match them in some respects. They are much more 
intelligent people than we are, in some ways. I have not been able 
to get it, I have not been able to find anybody who can give me any 
real reason for it, and we know it is there. 

Mr. Carrery. Of course, they are unscrupulous. 

Senator Russerz. Oh, indeed. I cannot believe that that is the 
only answer to it. 

Mr. Carrery. No, it isn’t. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator permit an observa- 
tion just at that point, very briefly ? 

Senator Russenti. Yes. 


FREE AID VERSUS LOANS 


Senator Case. A friend of mine just spent a year traveling around 


the world, just at his expense, and looking into this aid program, and 
he came back and suggested to me he thought we would get further 
if we would ask something in return when we put out our aid, because 
said in that way we would preserve the self-respect of the peo- 
e. 

P He says, “I don’t care if we dumped it in the ocean if we didn’t 
have any need for it, but if we took something for it and preserved 
their self-respect.” But giving them this aid outright, he says 
it has two bad effects: One is, it assumes sort of a patronizin 

air; and the other, it makes us suspect, because they do not thin 

we are giving them something without expecting some hidden pur- 


pose in return. 
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Chairman Green. Well, I am glad to get that observation. That 
may be a part of it. Nobody likes to be on relief, and of course every- 
body who has had any considerable family knows there is always 
someone in the family that you have got to help a little. If you 
want to be berated and misunderstood, you just reduce that help to 


mere ne song the line. 
enator Hickenioorrer. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield 
for a little observation ? 

May I suggest this gentleman has not given a unique suggestion. 
You will find in various reports of subcommittees and committees 
of the Senate, at least over the last 8 years, that same theory that 
giveaway programs do not neveabaiily establish friendship an- 


nounced by the findings of subcommittees under both administra- 
tions. If people are placed on their own self-respect and feel they 
are contributing something in return for what they get, it does en- 

‘ost of us, have realized that, over the 


hance their self-respect. 
years. 

Senator Russeuz. As I recall, amendments have been offered in 
the Senate from time to time to these various bills over a period 
of at least 8 years, which would change the nature of this program 
to where we can get a piece of paper, a “Joan or something, that would 
show it was not a grant, and I think I have informally supported 
them. We did make a little progress at one time when we fixed 
the percentages that had to be loans instead of grants, but we are 
asked to waive that in this resolution. 


EXTENT OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


Do you have any opinion as to the extent of the military assistance 
program we should adopt; I mean as distinct from the promise of 
military assistance to opposing Communist aggression ? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, you mean in case we must use force? 

Senator Russeit1. No, no. I mean, you see, this program is really 
of three parts, Mr. Ambassador: C yne is the announcement to the 
world that we will employ our military might to repel Russian 
aggression. 

Mr. Carrrry. Yes. 

Senator Russeiit. Another is a program of military assistance in 
the way of arms and supplies and cannons and tanks and a few planes, 
perhaps. And the other is economic aid. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Russert. I am asking you now about the extent of the 
military-assistance program. 

Mr. Carrery. Mi Vitary assistance. 

Senator Russeizt. You touched on it in your opening statement, 
that it was necessary to match Russia. 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think I said “to match Russia.” 

Senator Russerx. I perhaps oversimplified your statement. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Russetx. You said the Russians had moved in there with 
arms, and it would be necessary for us to give some arms, as I under- 
stood it, to offset the influence from their receiving Russian arms. 

Mr. Carrrry. I think that is a part of it. I think we should let the 
countries of the Middle East get arms to maintain forces that are 
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capable of keeping order in the country, preventing subversion— 
to counteract Russian intrigues. And that might involve trouble 
between the countries—the Russians might push one country to attack 
another one, and so on. 

I don’t think we should attempt to build up forces in the Middle 
East with any idea that they are going to be outstandingly strong 
armies; no, but I mean enough to maintain their independence and 
territorial integrity, and nothing more. 


JEWISH-ARAB CONFLICT 


Senator Russett. Do you think we can ever basically solve the prob- 
lems of the Middle East until we solve the Jewish-Arab conflict ? 

Mr. Carrery. In the long run, no. 

Senator Russetz. Do you see any danger that this arms-aid pro- 
gram is Likely to extend that, bring about hostilities rather than peace 
in that area ! 

Mr. Carrery. No; because we shouldn’t give enough arms to en- 
able them to attack Israel, and certainly there should be some kind 
of understanding on that, too. 

Senator Russeiu. That gets right back to where we were a while 
ago, Mr. Ambassador, that every thought of a military pact in this 
area has been rejected. They don’t believe in signing agreements 
such as NATO and SEATO and the others, and the idea that we can 
enter into individual agreements similar to those we have in other 
areas has been rejected. I don’t know who is going to be smart enough 
to balance this thing to where we won’t produce conflict rather than 
peace in this area when we go to giving arms down there. Is that not 
going to be a terribly difficult thing? 

Mr. Carrery. It is all difficult, Senator, but still I do believe that 
we have to give some military assistance. I say some military as- 
sistance. Because if any one of those countries hasn’t an army that 
can maintain order—and “maintain order” means largely maintaining 
order against Communist subversion—eventually that government 
will fall. 

Therefore, I do believe we have to give some military assistance. 


ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 


Senator Russett. Do you think it is wise to give any substantial 
military or economic assistance to a country which has ample assets 
to borrow money adequate for their needs from the International 
Bank? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, of course, the answer to that would be political. 
In some cases we might have to, yes. 

Sentor Russety. It is rather financial to the American taxpayer. 

Mr. Carrery. Of course it is, and I sympathize very strongly with 
the American taxpayer. 


AMERICAN OIL COMPANIES 


Senator Russetz. Do you have any suggestion as to any way we 
could use the influence and the assets of the American oil companies 
doing business in this area to assist us with this program ? 
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Mr. Carrery. If we get the American oil companies involved in this, 
that will bring up other problems, too. 

Senator Russett. How about on the economic side? I am not talk- 
ing about the military now. I understood the oil companies have 
done an excellent job in Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. Carrery. They have. 

Senator RussetL. They have done more to aid the average man in 
that country than the Government has done. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Russety. They built schools and health clinics. 

Mr. Carrery. That is correct, and they certainly do that, and do 
more than that, yes, certainly. Certainly they should. In fact, if 
they don’t, they will get in trouble. But they should do it any how, 
and they are doing it. 

I have seen, myself, in Saudi Arabia, Aramco is doing that. 


QUESTION OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO EGYPT 


Senator Russet. Did Colonel Nasser discuss with you the rea- 
sons why he would not accept American military assistance on the 
same basis that we extend it to other countries ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Russetz. Well, I would like, as one member of the com- 
mittee, to know those reasons firsthand. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, it was simply this, Senator: He wanted mili- 
tary assistance without any conditions, and we had conditions. 

Senator Russet. Without what? 

Mr. Carrery. Without any conditions, and we had conditions, 

Senator Russetu. Did you consider the conditions onerous ? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Russeiti. When he did buy these arms from the Russian 
complex, they did send in quite a mission, did they not, to help him get 
adjusted to the use of them, pretty much as we do under our conditions? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; they sent a mission. I believe the numbers have 
perhaps been exaggerated, but they sent a mission ; yes. 

Senator Russeit. That still bri ings us back to why, I cannot under- 
stand why, they get along so well doing anything they want to, getting 
money for it, and we cannot get progress for gr ants. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe I have any further questions. 


PROGRAM COMPARED TO PROGRAM IN TURKEY AND GREECE 


Chairman Green. Senator Wiley, have you any questions to ask ? 

Senator Wuzy. Well, after listening to this discussion this morning, 
I will not have very many of them. 

Mr. Ambassador, do you see any analogy between the President’s 
program—and understand you said you were in favor of it—between 
that situation and what we have previously done for Turkey and 
Greece ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Witey. In other words, as I get it, the program is in the 
interest of the national defense of America. 

Mr. Carrery. That is my interest in it. 
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RUSSIA’S OBJECTIVES 






Senator Wixey. I understand you have lived in the Middle East a 
good many years; have you not? 

Mr. Carrery. I lived there some years, Senator. 

Senator Wirry. Conditions there are economic and political, but 
as far as we are concerned, we probably would not have much anxiety 
about them if they were merely political or economic. But there is 
something else in the picture—the big black bear up there would like 
to get that oil. Isthat your judgment, too? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, the big black bear wants to get the oil and wants to 
take over the whole region. 

Senator Witey. Yes. 

And if they got that gateway to Africa, they then would get the vital 
strategic materials in Africa; is that right ? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, they would go on. As I said, we would have the 
iron curtain this side of the Suez. 

Senator Witey. Now then, whether or not we give away or barter 
or trade our materiel, if the result is a situation where the Kremlin 
cannot accomplish what you think is its objective, although we may 
have even wasted money, in a sense, we may possibly have saved our- 
selves from a third world war. Do you think that conclusion is 
correct ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

As I tried to say, the important thing is to stop the Russians, and 
the Russians would only stop if they think that we mean what we say. 

Senator Wirey. I think that is a good expression. In other words, 
they understand only the language of force; and if they recognize that 
we mean business, they won’t, in your judgment, attempt to take over 
the oil. Is that right? 

Mr. Carrery. That is right. 

Senator Wirry. I think it is just as everyone acknowledges. If they 
did take over the oil, they would have a choking hold on the economy of 
+ as ay they probably could almost dictate terms to our allies in 
Surope. 

Mr. Carrery. If they took over the oil, the situation would be 
awful. Oh, yes, the European nations are so dependent on that oil, 
the result for them would be lamentable. 
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IS ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS PROHIBITED BY THE 








Senator Wutey. In view of the different approach of the Kremlin, 
economic approach or ideological approach, from that of the Moslem, 
I understood you to say that you felt there were barriers there so that 
the doctrines of Marx probably couldn’t very easily penetrate the 
Moslem peoples. 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, may I interrupt you there? I think that 
was what Senator Russell quoted somebody else as saying. 

Senator Russeiu. Yes, sir. I was quoting Mr. Byroade, who testi- 
fied here yesterday that it was against the Koran to accept a gift. 

Senator Hicxenioorer. Mr. Chairman, I did not so understand 
Mr. Byroade’s testimony. 
Senator Russeri. Pardon? 
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Senator Hicxen.oorer. I did not so understand Mr. Byroade’s 
testimony on that point. I understood him to say that interest was 
a very serious prohibition or admonition. 

Senator Russety. We can get the record and find out whether he 
either said that in his testimony or undertook to quote it when we 
were standing around here talking yesterday afternoon, and Mr. 
Marcy was there. But I am quite sure he said it in his testimony. 

Senator Hicken.oorrr. I understood him to say that a gift was 
looked on with much disfavor among the Moslem people because they 
thought it built up an obligation which might control them as recipi- 
ents of a gift. It was something peculiar to their attitude. But 
that interest was frowned upon in the Koran. 

Mr. Carrery. The Koran forbids interest, that is true. 

Senator Hickentoorer. I do not know. The record may show 
differently. 

Senator Russeti. I would not be positive, because we all can make 
a mistake very easily in trying to rely on our memory from one day to 
the next in this testimony. 


TENETS OF THE KORAN OPPOSED TO TENETS OF MARXISM 


Senator Wier. Why is it considered that the doctrines of Marx 
or communism cannot, if things are properly greased, penetrate the 
mind of the Moslems? We have seen communism go into countries 
like Italy and take over vast groups. We have seen it also in France, 
and we have seen it go into our own country and take over intellectuals. 

Well, what is the barrier, what is the mental barrier? I am inter- 
ested in that, because to me, at least, we have got to take cognizance 
of what the facts of life are. Elsewhere they have gone in, even 
South America. 

Now, what is the barrier which would really stop the Communist 
onslaught into the Middle Kast countries ? 

Mr. Carrery. There is no question that the tenets of Marxism are 
exactly opposed to the tenets of the Koran. However, as I attempted 
to say before, I think in the long run, if the masses, the masses in the 
Middle East, are not helped in an economic way, in other words, if 
their standards of living are not improved, in the long run they will 
go Communist anyway, Koran or no Koran. 


PRACTICAL NECESSITY OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Witey. You mean, in other words let’s be practical, when 
people get into submarginal conditions where their children and 
others are economically submerged, they can go berserk, so to speak; 
and that is when revolutions, strikes against authority, and so forth, 
occur. 

Conditions are like that in some places in the Near East, are they 
not? 

Mr. Carrery. They are very bad; they are very bad. 

Senator Witey. Yes; and, that being so, it is the judgment, appar- 
ently, of the executive department that we must assist the Middle 
East militarily and economically to see that those conditions get better 
rather than worse; am I right in my analysis? 

87080—57—pt. 2- 12 
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Mr. Carrery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wier. Then, it is, I understand, your mature, thoughtful 
judgment—and that is what I have to have, because I am not a military 
man and I have not been in the Middle East—that it is in the interest 
of American security and the free world that this program be carried 
out ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Wier. That isall. 


MEANS OF OBTAINING UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES IN MIDDLE EAST 


Chairman Green. Senator Fulbright, have you any questions? 

Senator Futsricnr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Regarding that last answer of yours, Mr. Ambassador, you would 
not want the committee to think that you felt that this end of doing 
something for the Middle East would justify any means whatever 
which might be proposed, would you? 

Mr. Carrery. No, no, Senator. 

Senator Fursricat. What you are saying, if I understand you 
correctly, is that the end—that is, to prevent Russia militarily taking 
the area, and also to do something about raising the standard of 
living—is a proper objective of our policy. You are not presuming 
to tell or to approve of the particular means which are proposed in this 
resolution ; are you ? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, I certainly go along with the first part 
of your statement. 

enator Fursrient. That is what I mean. I do not think there is 


any difference of opinion about the objective. The only argument is 
the means that you use, just as you were arguing with Senator Russell 
that there is something wrong with the means we have employed; 
is there not ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; but I would like to add, Senator, that person- 
ally, as far as I can see it, I think this resolution is sound. 


CONSTITUTIONAL IMPLICATIONS 


Senator Fu.sricut. For example, have you given serious consider- 
ation to the constitutional implications of a joint resolution author- 
izing action under conditions which at present cannot possibly be 
determined ? 

Mr. Carrery. No; Tam not an expert on that. 

Senator Fu.pricur. But that is what is involved. 

I want you to consider this seriously. You said a moment ago, you 
left the impression at least, that this is on all fours with the so-called 
Truman doctrine. Do you remember how the Truman doctrine grew 
up, how it was initiated ? 

Mr. Carrery. I remember something about it, Senator. 

Senator Fuisriecnr. How was it, what was the origin of the Tru- 
man doctrine? Was it a joint House resolution ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. That I don’t know. You get technical there. 

Senator Fursrienr. But this is very important, Mr. Ambassador. 
Weare asked here to pass a joint resolution, not to approve of a speech 
of the President’s. The Truman doctrine had its origin in a speech 
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by the President to a meeting of the House and the Senate, and in the 
press that was called an announcement of the Truman doctrine. It 
was not a resolution at all, and I think generally speaking everyone 
approved of that announcement by the President; is that not correct? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, there you get me on a technical point. 


EXTENT OF APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Futsricur. But, Mr. Ambassador, you are presuming here, 
in answer to other questions, to say yes; this resolution is technically 
the way to do it. 

Mr. Carrery. I didn’t say “technically.” I said the resolution, to 
me, issound. I am not a constitutional lawyer. 

Senator Futsrieutr. Do you mean technically, or the general objec- 
tive which it seeks to express? 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, I have to stand on my statement: To me, 
the resolution looks sound. When you get into the constitutional 
phase of it, I am not competent to answer. 

Senator Furericur. All Iam trying to develop, is just how far your 
approval goes of this resolution. If taken generally, as you stated it, 
it could be represented that you thought that this is the best way to 
pursue the general objective which I think everybody on this com- 
mittee approves. The real question at issue is, is this the best way to 
pursue this general objective of preserving the Middle East from 
Communist domination ? 

Now, I want you to give a little attention to it, and all I am trying 
to get the record to show is whether you think this is the best way of 
accomplishing this, technically and constitutionally. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, I mean to leave the impression that 
to me this resolution looks sound, I repeat, I am not a constitutional 
lawyer, and I am not competent to answer that question; but I will 
repeat, to me, this resolution looks sound. 

Senator Futpricutr. Well, you were asked, is there not an analogy, 
is this not an analogous situation to the Truman doctrine, and you 
said yes. But I was trying to make the record clear that I think there 
is a very clear distinction between what was called the Truman doc- 
trine and this. 

In the first place, the record will show there was a speech. Follow- 
ing that there was an act. That act did not authorize broad authority 
of the President to use tr oops against aggression. In fact, on the con- 
trary, it was a very restricted authority to use civilian and military 
personnel in an advisory capacity only, which is a very different matter 
from what is involved here. 

So that I think it is a little loose language to say, yes, this is the 
same, or similar even, to the so-called Truman doctrine. 

Mr. Carrery. But remember, Senator, I am not talking about any 
constitutional phase 

Senator Futsricut. I want to make the point that as Senators, and 
being called upon to pass upon a specific resolution, we have to, we 
swear to, uphold the Constitution. 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t question that, Senator, and you are perfectly 
right to ask me the question. But I simply say I am not competent to 
answer that constitutional phase. 
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Senator Futprient. That was really the point I wished to make, 
that you really were not undertaking to pass upon the technical ap- 
propriateness of this particular resolution. 

Mr. Carrery. All I can say is, Senator, what I said before, that to 
me the resolution looks sound, having in mind our objectives. 

Senator Fuxsrient. That is right. 

Mr. Carrery. It looks sound to me. 

Senator Fursrieut. And asa layman, with the general objective in- 
volved here, it is O. K. with you? 

Mr. Carrery. From what humble experience I have had in Govern- 
ment service and in the Near East, and having in mind our objectives, 
which I think we all agree on, that I would say that the resolution 
looks all right to me. 

Senator Fursricut. Well, I would agree with you on everything 
except the last. Our general objectives, yours and mine, I believe are 
identical. I believe everybody on this committee agrees with that. 

Mr. Carrery. I appreciate your question, and you certainly have a 
right toask me. But I certainly am not competent to answer that con- 
stitutional phase. 

Senator cut. Well, the only question I was asking was that 
you did not intend to pass upon that aspect of the problem ¢ 

oo Carrrry. I am not attempting to pass upon the constitutional 
angle. 

enator Futsricut. That is right. 

Mr. Carrery. On all other angles, yes. 

ees Futsrieut. That was really the only point I was trying to 
make. 

QUESTION OF ARMS FOR EGYPT 


Now, a moment ago, in answer to questions by Senator Russell, you 
said that you approved of giving arms to Egypt, and that the Egyp- 
tians turned it down because of conditions that we required; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Futsrient. I would like to ask you why you did not, or 
did you recommend that these arms be granted under section 401, the 
special fund which authorized the President to make grants up to $20 
million in any one country out of a special fund of $150 million, with- 
out any conditions? 

Senator Russewx. Thirty million. 

Senator Furericut. That was recently made 30. It was 20 at the 
time. It is presently 30, as I read this bill in front of me. 

Mr. Carrery. It is a little hard to project back at that time, but cer- 
tainly I made no such recommendation. I must have had some reason 
for not doing it. 

Senator Fursricutr. What was the reason ? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t remember. I remember there were conditions. 
I must have gone along with it. 

Senator Fursricur. The bill, section 401, subsection (b), says— 
I will read the whole section: 

Of the funds made available under this Act, not to exceed $150,000,000 in addi- 
tion to the funds authorized to be appropriated under subsection (b) hereof may 


be used in any fiscal year, without regard to the requirements of this Act or 
any other Act for which funds are authorized by this Act in furtherance of any 
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of the purposes of such Act, when the President determines that such use is 
important to the security of the United States. 

Mr. Carrery. I assume I thought that was not the thing to do. 

Senator Futsricut. Were you, yourself, aware of that authority to 
waive conditions? 

Mr. Carrrry. I don’t remember that, Senator. What was the year 
of that law? 

Senator Futsricnt. This is title IV of the Mutual Security Act of 
1954. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, for one thing 

Senator Fusricut. It was first passed in 1951. 

Mr. Carrery. What month is that, Senator, in 1954? 

Senator Futsrient. I say this act was first passed in 1951, and 
this is as amended in 1954. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, 

Senator Fungricnt. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. That probably was just before I left there. 

Senator Fursricnt. Well, it was in effect since 1951. 

Mr. Carrery. 1951? 

Senator Furpriext. Since 1951. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, I didn’t recommend it. 

Senator Fuuerient. I mean, it might well be that you were not 
aware of that. 

Mr. Carrery. It is possible. 

Senator Fursrient. Put it this way: Did the State Department 
ever call to your attention this power, that you recall? Did they 
ever ? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think so, but there is no reason they should 
have. I can’t remember the details of that, Senator. 

Senator Futsrieut. Well, the point I wish to make is the fact that 
they refused it because of conditions. There was not any good reason 
why we could not have given it under this authority if we choose to 
do it, is that right? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, it is quite apparent we didn’t. 

Senator Futsricut. Well, in your opinion, then, you did not recom- 
mend or you did not think it was wise that we waive the conditions, 
is that a correct conclusion ? 

Mr. Carrery. I assume so, Senator. It is a little difficult—it is 
some yearsago. In any event, I didn’t. 


OPINION OF UNITED NATIONS ACTION IN EGYPT 


Senator Fursrieut. Do you think the United States was correct in 
supporting the United Nations action to halt the invasion of Egypt 
by Israel, France, and the United Kingdom? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Futsrient. I am not clear on this, whether you discussed 
it: Did the United States make a mistake in deciding not to help 
Egypt carry out the Aswan Dam project, in your opinion? 

Mr. Carrery. In principle, as I said, in principle, that project 
looked good to me. But, of course, again, it depended on circum- 
stances, and I thought in the long run we would help. Certainly the 
way things have gone in the last couple of years made it difficult for 
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us to embark on that program of help with the dam, because things 
have changed a lot. 

Senator Futsrieut. Well, looking to, using your hindsight, if you 
like, because this happened after you left, actually, looking back on it, 
do you now think thatit was a mistake not to have proceeded with the 
project ? 

Mr. Carrery. It would, in my opinion, it would have been better to 
let the thing slide. 

Senator Fursricur. Let it slide. 


QUESTION OF ARMS AID TO EGYPT 


Do you think the United States made a mistake in not becoming the 
supplier of arms to Egypt instead of the Soviet bloc? 

Mr. Carrery. That is not a “Yes” or “No” question, Senator. 

Senator Futsrieut. You do not have to answer it “Yes” or “No.” 
You are at perfect liberty to answer it any way you like. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. We should never enter into competition with 
the Soviet bloc in supplying arms or anything else, and as we did not 
supply the arms and the Russians did, we are simply faced with that 

act. 

Had we supplied the arms, the Russians would not have supplied 
them, but we did not supply them. The Russians came in only too 
gladly and did it. 

Senator Futsrieut. I do not know that these questions mean a lot. 
I was under the impression that you and Senator Russell had more 
or less agreed that whatever we had been doing was not too successful. 
We had not countered the Russians too well. I thought maybe your 
a here would help us develop a better policy in the future. 

at was the only premise. 

If you do not care to venture your own opinion as to whether it 
was a mistake or not, that is quite all right with me. You do not 
wish to say ? 

Mr. Carrrery. Will you repeat your question, Senator? 

Senator Futsrieur. Did the United States make a mistake in not 
becoming the supplier of arms to Egypt instead of the Soviet bloc? 

In other words, was it a mistake not to have given them arms and 
waived the agreement, waived the conditions under the authority we 
had. Do you think it was a mistake or not ? 

Mr. Carrery. It would have to be hindsight. 

Senator Futsrieut. That is right; 1 agree with you it is hindsight. 

Mr. Carrery. Certainly hindsight. It would have been better if 
we had found means, means that the Egyptians would accept, to fur- 
nish the arms rather than the Russians, but that is pretty theoretical, 
Senator, because it means you have to evaluate the circumstances in 
the past. Certainly it would be for us to face now if the Russians 
were not furnishing arms; it would be far better certainly. 

Senator Futsricut. I mean if the means were there, we could cer- 
tainly have sold them if we chose. We could give them under con- 
ditions or we could give them without conditions. 

There is no other alternative I can think of, but it was a question 
of judgment. Iam only asking whether you think we made a mistake 
in the judgment we exercised, but I do not wish to press you about it. 
I just thought you were better qualified than most people. 
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Mr. CaFrrry. Hindsight is difficult, Senator. 

Senator Futsrieut. Yes; but in our business here we have to use 
hindsight. That is the only sight we have got right now in judging 
whether or not our policies have been correct and in seeking to have 
better ones. I think we all agree it has not been a success in this area, 
or maybe you don’t agree? Do you think our policy has been a success 
in this area ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. “Success” is a big word. We have all made mistakes, 
of course. 

Senator Fu.srieur. I certainly will agree to that. 

Mr. Carrery. We have, friends of ours have. 

Senator Furertcntr. Don’t you think it is a legitimate inquiry to 
try to understand our mistakes and then develop a more effective 
policy in the area ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Futsrienr. That is the only purpose. That is the legiti- 
mate purpose of these hearings and the same purpose that we ask you 
to participate in our study of foreign aid, trying to find a better way. 
If we thought everything was perfect, we would not have that study. 

Mr. Carrery. Your question sounds interesting. But the policy of 
the United States Government in the Middle East has been pretty 
consistent as far as it goes. I would say that it has not gone far 
enough, no matter what administration it was. 

Senator Fu.sricur. I certainly do not wish to leave the impression 
that I think the Democrats did not make mistakes. I don’t think 
there is any reason for us to distinguish between either administration 
in this area. 

Mr. Carrery. Youshould not. 

Senator Futsrient. I hope you do not think that is what the object 
of this inquiry is. 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, no; I do not. 

Senator Futsrientr. On July 15, 1954, President Eisenhower stated 
in a letter to the Egyptian President that— 


simultaneously with the conclusion of the Suez agreement with Great Britain, 
the United States would enter into “firm commitments’”— 


firm commitments is in quotes— 


“firm commitments” with Egypt for economic assistance for strengthening its 
armed forces. 

Can you tell us why those firm commitments that he mentioned were 
not made, or is that the same question ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is the same question in another way. 

Senator Futsricut. I wondered in view of that statement in the 
letter of the President’s why that did not give it a greater urgency. 
What came up so that it was not carried through ? 

Is it the same thing, because of conditions? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, Senator. After all, the United States Govern- 
ment has to take in overall conditions. 

Senator Futercur. Was it a mistake not to make some arrangement 
with Egypt so that after the withdrawal of the United Kingdom 
forces, the security of the Suez Canal and free passage through it 
would be guaranteed ? 

Mr. Carrery. That was implied. 

Senator Futsricut. What was implied? 
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Mr. Carrery. What you said. Not guaranteed, but it was implied 
that there would be no trouble about the canal. 

Senator Funpricut. Can you tell us why there was no agreement, 
formal agreement, made guaranteeing that ? 

Mr. Carrery. Nobody asked for it. 


FRENCH ALGERIAN POLICY 


Senator Funsrieut. Do you think the advantages to the United 
States of supporting France against the motion in the United Nations 
General Assembly to condemn her for her policies in Algeria will out- 
weigh the resulting harm to United States relations with Middle 
Eastern countries? 

Mr. Carrerry. I think we are correct in supporting France on that; 

es. 
"i Senator Furpricut. If the United Nations General Assembly votes 
to condemn France’s Algerian policies, will the French Government 
turn to the extreme right, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is a hard one. 

Senator Futsricnt. You were there? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes; I was there. 

Senator Fursricutr. I thought maybe you would have an opinion. 
If you do not care to answer these, you are quite at liberty to say you 
do not know or you don’t care to answer. 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think the French know that themselves. 
[ Deleted. | 

Senator Futsricur. What would the French need to do in order to 
achieve peace in Algeria and at the same time continue the economic 
relationships between Algeria and metropolitan France? 

Mr. Carrery. Make an agreement, make an agreement with the 
Algerians. 


CONVINCING RUSSIA OF UNITED STATES INTENTIONS 


Senator Fu.srient. I believe in your initial statements or near the 
beginning of your statements, you said the resolution will convince the 
Russians that we mean what we say. 

Do you think presently, without the resolution, that the Russians 
or other people think we do not mean what we say ? 

Mr. Carrery. Sometimes. 

Senator Fursrieur. How did that reputation for unreliability or 
whatever the proper word is—that is not it—why do you think the 
reputation has gotten about that we do not mean what we say? 

What have we done that has caused people to doubt our intentions? 

Mr. Carrery. Perhaps our love of peace. 

Senator Fursrieut. Do you think the statement of President 
Eisenhower in November that we would not become involved in the 
trouble in the Middle East has contributed to this situation ? 

Mr. Carrrry. I did not hear that. 

Senator Futsricut. Do you recall President Eisenhower’s state- 
ment on the radio and to the world that we would not become involved 
in the trouble in the Middle East at the time of the Israeli attack? 
Do you remember such a statement of his? 
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Mr. Carrery. No; I donot. 

Senator Fursricut. W ell, he did say on television at the time the 
outbreak started, that we would not become involved in the trouble 
in the Middle East. 

Do you think that might have contributed to the belief that we would 
not fight in the Middle Kast ? 

Mr. Carrery. I doubt it. 

Senator Futsricut. You don’t think so? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Futsrieut. Do you not think that foreign people pay any 
attention to what the President of the United States says? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes; but when circumstances change, men often 
change their minds. 

Senator Fu.grient. If they do pay attention to what the President 
says, why would not an announcement by the President now that he 
would defend the Middle East be sufficient ? 

Mr. Carrery. Because it would be very much stronger if you 
supported it. 

Senator Futsriegut. Why would it be stronger ? 

Mr. Carrery. Because the people of the world have respect for the 
United States Congress. 

Senator Futsrieut. And they don’t have any confidence you mean 
in the President’s word ? 

Mr. Carrrery. They have worlds of confidence in the President’s 
word, but they feel surer when he is backed by the Congress. 

Senator Furerient. Isn’t the President the Commander in Chief 
of our Armed Forces ? 

Mr. Carrery. Certainly. 

Senator Futsricnt. Doesn’t everybody know as a matter of fact 
that whenever the President orders the Army and the Navy to take 
action, they will do so? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Futsricur. Is there any doubt in your mind? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Fu.sricur. Is there any doubt in the minds of the Russians 
that if the President ordered our troops to the Middle East tomorrow, 
that they would go? 

Mr. Carrery. But they feel surer if he is backed openly, by the 
United States Congress. 

Senator Futsrient. Is there any doubt that they would go? You 
know they would go, don’t you? 

Mr. Carvery. I can only repeat they feel surer if he is backed by 
the United States Congress. 

Senator Futsrienr. I wonder what is the reason for that. 

Didn’t they go to Korea when the President ordered them without 
a resolution of Congress? 

Mr. Carrrry. It is just a fact, Senator, that they would feel surer 
if he is backed by the United States Congress. 

Senator Futerienr. Is this just an emotional faith on your part? 

I can’t see any reason you have for it. 

Mr. Carrery. It is just factual, Senator, just a fact. 
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UNITED STATES-BRITISH RELATIONS 


Senator Futsrienr. Tell us why do you think the British Govern- 
seo peters from this Government their purpose of attacking in 

uez 

Mr. Carrery. I suppose because they felt that we might oppose it. 

Senator Futsrientr. Can you tell us why you think they did? 

Now with our hindsight, I believe you said with regard to the French 
at least, and I expect you would agree with regard to the British, 
that this was a foolish thing on their part, can you tell me why you 
think they did such a foolish thing, which is somewhat out of 
character of their past? 

Mr. Carrery. Again that would have to be off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Senator Funsrieutr. Can you think of any comparable action ever 
taken by the British Government, any comparable to this? 

Mr. Carrery. No, I cannot, Senator. 

Senator Futsrienr. Do you think that our relationships with Bri- 
tain presently are cordial and satisfactory ? 

Mr. Carrery. They are not too cordial, not too satisfactory. 

Senator Fursrient. Do you think that our alliance with the British 
can be reestablished as it was before ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Fursrienr. And with the French? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Futsricur. Are there any conditions you can think of that 
should be met in order to achieve that ? 

Mr. Carrery. One of those day-by-day operations, give and take. 

Senator Fursricur. Put it this way, do you think it is important 
that it be reestablished ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Fursrient. Do you think that that is important even 
though it may jeopardize our relations with the Arab countries? 

Mr. Carrery. That need not be the case. 

Senator Fursricut. It need not be the case? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Futsricut. You see no difficulty in reconciling 

Mr. Carrery. I see difficulty, but it can be done, at least from what 
recent experience I have had. 

Senator Futerient. Do you know what is the principal obstacles to 
achieving that end ? 

Mr. Carrery. Right now? 

Senator Funsricnt. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. Facing facts. 

Senator Futsricut. Could you elaborate a little on that? 

What facts do you have in mind? 

Mr. Carrery. Again it would have to be off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Senator Futsricnt. Do you feel there is anything we could have 
done between the nationalization of the Suez and the attack? 

Mr. Carrery. Only God would know that. 

Senator Futsrient. We were in very close negotiations with them, 
intimately for weeks during that period, were we not, sir? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 
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NEGOTIATIONS ON SO-CALLED USERS ASSOCIATION 


Senator Fursricut. Did you follow the negotiations for the so- 
called Users Conference? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, I did. 

Senator Funpriaut. Would you give us your opinion about those? 

Mr. Carrery. The only difficulty was that the Reyptians would not 
agree, and the Egy otians had the canal and they would not agree. 
The Arab world did not agree, and I assume we were trying to find 
some way of adjusting that. It was very difficult to find a way. 

Senator Fursricur. You feel that we did all we reasonably could 
to obtain the consent or assent of Egypt? 

Mr. Carrery. I think so. Of course I was not there then, but I 
think so. Yes, I think so. 

Senator Futsrieut. You did not participate? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, no, I was not A pai 


HAS THE UNITED STATES HAD A DEFINITE MIDDLE EAST POLICY? 


Senator Futsrieur. You said the Russians had a definite policy in 
the Mideast. I believe you summed it up by saying it is to take over 
the Mideast ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is it. 

Senator Futsricnt. The implication was, although I am not sure 
you meant that, but from what you did not say I thought you left 
the possible interpret ation that you do not think the United States 
has had a definite policy in the Mideast ? 

Mr. Carrery. We have had policies, certainly we have had policies, 
and certainly we did not have a policy of taking over the Middle 
East. 

We can’t have that policy. It is much easier for the Russians to 
have policies than we, especially that we have got to do it in the light 
of day. 

Senator Fursricnt. I noticed you left off the words “definite 
policy.” 

Do you mean we have had policies but they have not been definite? 

Mr. Carrery. We have had definite policies but we have not had a 
definite policy like the Russians have. 

We cannot. It is so easy for the Russians. All right, they have 
got a policy. They want to take over the world, they want to take 
over the Middle East. We do not have that kind of policy. It is 
much more complicated for us. 

We have got not only the executive, Congress, press, public; we 
have got to contend—contend is not the word—we have got to take 
all that into consideration. 

The Russians do not have to take anything into consideration. The 
Kremlin says it and that is it. 

Senator Futerieut. Do you think our policy could have been more 
definite or not during this period? 

Mr. Carrery. I doubt it. 

Senator Futsrieut., You doubt it? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. I modestly say, Senator, I started this business 
46 years ago, and not only in the Middle East. It is not easy for the 
United States Government to say this is our policy. As I say, you 
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have got Congress and you have got the press, you have got the public, 
You have got to take all of that into consideration, whereas the Rus- 
sians say this is it, and that is all there is to it. 

That holds all over the world. I just happened to be mixed up with 
a lot of things in the world, and it has always been true. 

It is difficult for a democratic government to say, “This is it.” 

Senator Fuusrieut. I agree with that. That confronts us with 
difficult problems. What I had in mind in my first question about 
this resolution is exactly on that point. It has been customary I 
believe in our history for the Executive to take the lead, negotiate 
treaties, and submit them to the Senate. That is the normal way of 
making policies and agreements with other countries. 

This is an unprecedented way, and I think using a joint resolution, 
which in effect are laws, to try to develop our foreign policy, will 
complicate and make much more difficult the formulation of policy. 

I think it makes it much more difficult to follow this procedure than 
our traditional constitutional procedure. That is one of the reasons 
I emphasized the question of the way you do things to achieve a pur- 
pose, which I think all of us are in favor of. I think this unduly 
complicated it. That really is the significance of my questioning you 
if you are sure you approve of this particular means. It is much more 
difficult if both Houses of Congress have to come in on the initiation 
of policy rather than the Executive doing it, as the Constitution 
provides. 


QUESTION OF CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT OF POLICY 


Mr. Carrery. Senator, I can only say again that without any ques- 
tion the people of the Middle East or the people anywhere are im- 
pressed when the United States Congress supports a policy, very 
much impressed when they support a policy, and in this case, having 
that in mind, if the United States Congress did not support the policy, 
did not support the program, there would be a big setback to the pro- 
gram from the start. 

The United States Congress is a very important body in the minds 
of the people of the world, and what the United States Congress does 
has a lot of influence, and if the United States says, “We will not go 
along with that,” the effect will be not very good on the outside world. 

Senator Fursrient. Then am I to assume that you feel that what- 
ever the Executive sends up here, in order not to disillusion the out- 
side world, we have to accept it? 

Mr. Carrery. Everything? No, but I think in this case, yes. 

Senator Furisrient. For whatever it is worth, I do not intend to 
accept this method of trying to destroy what I believe is the proper 
distribution of power under our constitutional system. We have got- 
ten along fairly well, in fact I think a little better in the past than 
we are now under our traditional division of authority under the 
constitution. 

Now when you come in and seek to destroy that distribution of power 
and to use an unorthodox and an unprecedented means to get a state- 
ment of this kind, you delegate authority that belongs to the Congress 
to the President, I just cannot go along. I think the preservation of 
our own system is more important than our immediate objective in 
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this area because there are plenty of other ways to achieve this as it 
has been achieved. 

You mentioned the Truman procedure as one way to do it, and the 
even more traditional way is for the Executive to do whatever he 
thinks is necessary, as they often have from Jefferson on down, take 
whatever is necessary and come to the Congress and say, “This is in 
the interest of the country,” and without exception so far at least the 
Congress has approved what they did. 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, I have very high respect for your opinion, 
but in this one case I do not agree. 

Senator Fu.pricut. But you see if we accept this, it is a precedent. 
From now on we will always follow this. It is much easier than the 
other. In many respects it is easier. 

You see, the normal way for advice in the beginning is to come for 
approval from two-thirds of the Senate. That is what the Constitu- 
tion says. 

Mr. Carrrey. I simply stand on what I said, that I think this is 
a special case when the approval of the Congress is necessary. I am 
sorry to differ with you, Senator. I have high regard for your opinion, 
but this is one case in which I differ. 

Senator Futpricut. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman GREEN. Senator Smith of New Jersey. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. Thank you, sir. I will ask a few 
questions, sir. 

Mr. Caffery, I am glad to say “Hello” to you again. 

I met you in Paris some time ago and I want to thank you now for 
the work you have been doing for our subcommittee studying these 
foreign aid programs. You have been very helpful. 

Mr. Carrrey. Thank you very much, Senator. 


QUESTION OF MILITARY AID TO EGYPT 


Senator Smiru of New Jersey. On this question of our giving mili- 
tary aid to Egypt, to Nasser, I got the impression from other witnesses 
that our policy was this: that the conditions we laid down were first 
that the Egyptians should not use the aid for aggressive purposes. 

Mr. Carrrey. Yes. 

Senator SmrrH. Second, we put a limit on the amount of the aid 
because we did not want it to outbalance what we feared might be a 
fracas with Israel in the event that the aid was given to Egypt? 

Mr. Carrrey. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Smirn. Hgypt did not like that, and so, when she was able 
to get more aid from Russia, she went over to Russia. Now my ques- 
tion to you is, if that was our policy, in your judgment wasn’t that 
the right policy at that time, to impose those conditions ? 

Mr. Carrrey. At the time it seemed so. 


IS THE ARAB WORLD DIVIDED? 


Senator Smiru. Now I want to ask you another question which has 
been developed by some of the other witnesses. Nasser has been seek- 
ing, apparently, to be the voice of the Arab world and to bring the 
, world together with one of the motivations being hostility to 

srael. 
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Is it true that the rest of the Arab world, especially in this area, 
would accept Nasser as the leader and the spokesman for the Arab 
world, or is there a division among the countries in this Middle East 
area, between those who want one leadership and those who want 
another? In other words, Saudi Arabia is not too enthusiastic, as I 
understand it, for Nasser’s leadership. Iran and Iraq are not too 
enthusiastic for Nasser’s leadership. On the other hand, Nasser has, 
as you say, the plaudits of the common people. 

Mr. Carrrey. Yes. 

Senator Smirn. They think that he has defied es and the 
hated England, and so on. Isn’t that a division in the Arab world, 
and what do you see of that? Can you give us a little picture of your 
diagnosis of the Arab world situation ? 

Mr. Carrery. There is no question that Nasser is a great hero for 
the masses. There is no question at all, sir, that on the government 
level there are differences, but he has become a great hero for the 
masses, and now, with the radio, the masses listen. There is a radio 
everywhere. A lot of people can’t read or write, but they can listen 
to radio, and the Cairo radio pours out information, and they are 
impressed, 

enator SmirH. Is there any radio or anything else there in the 
other Arab areas that would offset that so far as Nasser’s popularity 
is concerned ? 

Mr. Carrery. Not effectively; no. 

Senator Smirxa. You do not think the northern tier of countries, as 
we call them, the Baghdad Pact countries, are enthusiastic about 
Nasser taking over the control of Arab prestige ? 

Mr. Carrery. No; they are not. 

Senator Smirx. What is that going to mean in the future? Let’s 
suppose we are not debating it from our standpoint but from the 
standpoint of the Arab world itself? 

Mr. Carrrery. That depends on who wins out, Senator. 

Senator SmrrH. You think that there is that issue now? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; who wins out. 


OPINION OF WISDOM OF THE RESOLUTION 


Senator SmirH. Then would not that be another reason, perhaps, 
for a resolution such as we have just been discussing, whereby, be- 
cause of the uncertainty of what is going to happen next, we must 
give a vote of confidence and backing to the President in using his 
discretion in light of a sudden something happening on which we 
would not have time to call the Congress together to act? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. Is that your theory of the wisdom 
of this resolution ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is also true. 

Senator SmirH. Do you feel also—it has been questioned here some- 
what—that if the President should be given this power we should 
make the use of our Armed Forces dependent on the request of some 
country that might fear it was going to be invaded ? 

Mr. Carrery. We should not use it unless requested. 

Senator SmirxH. You feel that is important? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, definitely. 
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Senator Smrru. And you feel a proviso with regard to working 
this out with the United Nations is important ? 

Mr. Carrery. Very. 

Senator Syirn. And do you think, with regard to the so-called $200 
million fund, that there is any way by which we can pinpoint at this 
time where that fund is going to be used, or should that be a flexible 
fund which should be used in case of emergency ? ? Iam trying to ask 
these questions to see whether you agree, as you apparently do, that 
in the general frameup you are not discussing the constitutionality but 
the general expression of this resolution that giving the President this 
power appears, from your point of view, to be a sound way to approach 
this problem. 

Mr. Carrery. It should be flexible. It looks sound to me, with 
the reservation that I will not pass on the legal aspect. I definitely 
say this looks sound to me. 

Senator Smirn. I think it is a very debatable question and we are 
getting important information on it. I have a few questions here that 
have been asked of other witnesses but I want to get your answers for 
the record to these questions. 


WHAT BETTER ACTION COULD WE HAVE TAKEN IN THE MIDDLE EAST? 


I think this came up today, really, but I am going to ask you to 
answer it again. 

The first. question is: With the benefit of hindsight, what changes 
might the United States have made in the past Middle East policy to 
put us in a better situation now ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is one of those hindsight things, Senator. Who 
knows? 

Senator Smrru. You do not think of anything today we could have 
done differently? You indicated we might have given some arms to 
Egypt, but you have just admitted that the conditions to be put on that 
you think would have been sound. 

Mr. Carrery. They seemed to be so then. If we had given arms to 
Egypt it might have been better but at that time our position seemed 
sound. 

Senator Smiru. And with the Aswan Dam also there seemed to be 
sound reasons at the time we finally came to the conclusion we would 
not go on with that project ? 

Mr. Carrery. By that time I had left. 

Senator Smrrx. Oh, yes, you were not there. 

Mr. Carrrry. I don’t know the inside of that. 


IMPROVING UNITED STATES-EGYPTIAN RELATIONS 


Senator Smiru. What are some of the things that the United States 

‘an do now to insure that Nasser will take a reasonable attitude on 
thene Suez Canal arrangements, the arrangements that the United 
Nations is trying to work out there? 

Is there any salvage, in other words, in Nasser from our standpoint 
in the sense of getting him to be reasonable? 
You knew him personally. You were evidently well impressed with 
him ? 

Mr. Carrery. I knew him well. 
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Senator SmrrH. Previous witnesses have been well-impressed with 
him. Yet we know the British and the French were so angry at 
Nasser that they precipitated the attack on the canal, apparently just 
tocatch up withhim. That is one of the reasons. Do you think there 
are any conditions in the manner in which we could approach Nasser 
which would salvage our relations? Would this be desirable ? 

Mr. Carrery. Of course the British and French had a very good 
reason for disliking things Nasser was doing. [ Deleted.] 

This was the point. That radio Cairo pours out propaganda of a 
very vicious kind against the British and French all over the place, 
and I have said so and said so publicly in speeches and so on, that 
I oppose that. 

s far as Nasser himself goes, I can only go back to my own experi- 
ence with him, which was very satisfactory. [ Deleted. ] 

At that time he was certainly open to reason. As I said, he was 
extremely cooperative. Had he not been cooperative, we could never 
have made the treaties with the British and soon. He was cooperative. 

I have not seen him for 2 years, Senator. It is difficult to say now, 
but certainly when I was there he was open to reason. 

Senator came. Of course, the Suez situation now is before the 
United Nations, the question of getting the canal cleared and keeping 
it policed, and the question of who collects the tolls. 

Do you think on those things that Nasser will insist on Egyptian 
sovereignty, for which he apparently has a good argument? Would 
he be willing to yield, if we approached him right, to control by the 
United Nations on the toll question and distribution of funds, and 


give the United Nations the authority to police the canal? 
Do you think he is open to that sort of thing or can’t you tell that? 
Mr. Carrery. I do not know. 
Senator Smirn. That was not quite a fair question because you 
have not been there. 
Mr. Carrery. I don’t know. 


ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT 


Senator Smrru. Recognizing the fact that we are considering the 
Arab-Israeli conflict as before the United Nations now, and that 
it has nothing to do with this resolution, have you given any thought to 
what might be reasonable terms which both sides in that controversy 
might be willing to accept to settle the Arab-Israeli conflict ? 

Mr. Carrery. I do not think you could blueprint that, Senator. If 
—_ could just get them to start talking—the whole time I was in 

gypt I was attempting to get the Egyptians to do something about 
that and on several occasions J thought they would do it. 

Nothing was done for a variety of reasons. But if we could just 
get them started talking—you cannot blueprint terms because if you 
publish terms, both sides will say no. [Deleted.] | 

The only possible way is to get them to talk with each other, and 
that is difficult now. 

Senator Smiru. It is apparently very difficult at this moment. 

Mr. Carrery. Difficult now. 

Senator Smiru. That is all I have to ask, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Thank you. 

Mr. Sparkman ? 
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APPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES POSITION AT THE UNITED NATIONS 


Senator Sparkman. Mr. Ambassador, I shall not detain you long. 
It is getting rather late, but there are a few things that I think have 
not been covered and I would like to ask you about them. Of course 

ou realize that in President Eisenhower’s message to Congress and 
in the testimony that has been given to us here, it has been repeatedly 
suggested that some of the problems are not covered, not intended to 
be covered by this proposal. 

For instance the refugee problem, the settlement of boundary dis- 

utes and other disputes that serve to keep trouble brewing between 
Seen) on the one hand and the Arab States on the other, the theory 
being that those should be left up to the U. N. 

Here is the thing that rather bothers me, and that is our support of 
the United Nations action to require Israel to vacate the Gaza Strip 
and the Gulf of Aqaba without giving Israel adequate assurance that 
she will be protected against these border raids and from a virtual 
embargo which has been placed on her heretofore. 

Are we following, in your opinion, a wise course in taking that 
stand ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is often a matter of U.N. tactics, isn’t it? 

Senator Sparkman. No, I am talking about our support, the sup- 
port of the United States Government of that position. That is our 
problem. 

Mr. Carrery, But we are working in the U. N. aren’t we? 

Senator SparKMAN. It is before the United Nations but I am talking 
about our support of that position in the United Nations. 

Mr. Carrrery. There is also a matter of votes, I believe. 

Senator Sparkman. A matter of what? 

Mr. Carrrery. Votes. You have got to have the votes or you do not 
have them ? 

Senator Sparkman. I don’t think that answers the question, be- 
cause we have been rather strong and positive in taking that stand, 
if I read the reports correctly. 

Mr. Carrrry. But again isn’t it a matter of do you have the votes 
or don’t you have them ? 

Senator SparkMAN. I don’t believe that the position that the United 
States takes in the United Nations ought always to depend on where 
the votes are. 

I think there is a matter of principles involved, and we take the 
position; this is something that is not in the United Nations, it is in 
our own individual stand. 

Secretary Dulles announced in his news conference, I believe it was 
a couple of days ago, that if Israel did not move out, we probably— 
he did not say we would actually—we, the United States, probably 
would invoke economic sanctions. 

I am very much in accord with the statement Senator Knowland 
issued at that time. Why is it fair for us to take that position with 
reference to Israel and not take such a position with reference to other 
nations that may have ignored United Nations resolutions? 

Mr. Carrery. You don’t mean Hungary, Senator? 

Senator SparKMAN. I will not use Hungary as an example, but I 
could use India and the Kashmir situation. 

87080—57—pt. 218 
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I dont? know whether that is what Senator Knowland had in mind. 
Or I could use Egypt. Am I not correct in my understanding that 
there is outstanding a long-time resolution of the United Nations 
forbidding Egypt to close the canal to Israel ? 
Mr. Carrery. There is such a resolution. 
Senator SparKMAN. Have we ever invoked economic sanctions 
against Egypt for refusing to abide by that United Nations resolu-' 








tion ? 

Mr. Carrery. No, we have not. 

Senator SparKMAN. Just how do we reconcile our position? 

To me it seems absolutely inconsistent. 

Mr. Carrery. Inconsistent, yes, but perhaps practical. 

Senator SparKMAN. Tell me why it is, if it is, because I can’t see 
that it is. 

ages It is simply practicable what you can do and what you 
can't do. 

Senator Sparkman. It is practical because we can’t make Egypt 
obey and we can make Israel, is that right ? 

r. Carrery. I would not put it quite that crudely. 

Senator SparkmAN. You said what we can do. You put it in 
your words then. 

Mr. Carrery. I would have to go back to what I said before. You 
have got the votes or you have not. 

Senator Sparkman. Oh, no, I am talking about our attitude, the atti- 
tude of the United States Government as announced by Secretary 
Dulles just a couple of days ago, that we are going to impose economic 
sanctions. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. We are going to support the United 
Nations proposal. 

Senator Sparkman. I do not believe that is what he said. He said 
we would give serious consideration to invoking economic sanctions. 
I understood it was cutting off our aid. 

Senator Carenart. With the approval of the United Nations. 

Senator SparKMAN. I would like to check that news conference, 
but my recollection is he was talking about economic aid from the 
United States. I may be wrong. 

But I do not believe so far as principle is concerned, that it makes 
a bit of difference whether it is our unilateral action or our support of 
that action through the United Nations. 

I don’t think it makes one bit of difference. 

































WHAT IS BEING DONE TO SOLVE BASIC MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM ¢ 






Now the point I am trying to make is this. Are we actually work- 
ing at the job of settling these problems which every witness before 
this committee virtually has said are the basic problems in the 
Mideast ? 

Mr. Carrery. But none of that is involved in the question before 
us, is it, Senator ? 

Senator SparKMAN. It is involved in the overall. 

Mr. Carrery. Overall but—— 

Senator Sparkman. No, not covered by this proposal. 

President Eisenhower frankly said so. But are we getting any- 
where, in other words, is the proposal going to be worth while if we 
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are seeking to do something which every witness has said is not the 
basic problem. ’ 

Mr. Carrery. Still it covers a problem and a very serious problem, 
and one that should be handled. This is something that we can do. 
All these other things I agree must be handled, but I don’t think we 
can handle them 

Senator Sparkman. Are we going to accomplish anything by put- 
ting the cart before the horse, as this seems to be? ae 

Mr. Carrery. I think, Senator, we accomplish something if we do 
this, if we do this much, yes, I think we will accomplish something. 

Senator Sparkman. There is nothing in here that affects subversion, 
is there? 

Mr. Carrery. Subversion could be involved. 

Again of course we would act on request. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. On request, and that is sound. 

Senator Sparkman. I believe most of the witnesses here have 
pointed out that subversion, infiltration, was the real danger to these 
countries. 

Mr. Carrery. It is a danger. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. How do we meet that? 

Mr. Carrery. We are going to meet it when it comes out in the 
open. You just cannot meet day by day subversion by force. 
Senator SpaRKMAN. By the way, you were over in that area a long 
time. 

It is a country that certainly needs—I mean all of the area very 
badly needs—a better standard of living; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Carrery. Definitely. 





MOST EFFECTIVE TYPES OF ECONOMIC AID 


Senator SparkMAN. Do you believe that economic aid programs 
can be effective in that part of the world? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. Do you believe that they ought to be in the form 
of these so-called impact programs, big programs to make a show, or 
should it start off with a more gradual approach, studying carefully 
the groundwork of proposals for various projects ? 

Mr. Carrery. The latter ones, and not programs to make a show. 
They need study. 

Senator Sparkman. Now on the Aswan Dam, you said this hap- 
pened after you left. 

However, the formulative part was while you were there? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. Did you believe that was a good project ? 

Mr. Carrery. It looked good, but of course they were just talking 
about it and just studying it, and offhand it looked badh: 

Senator SparkMAN. But they did go about the studying of the dam 
pretty thoroughly, did they ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. And we came in with a proposal, I believe, of 
$56 million and Britain with $14 million. Then the International 
Bank came in with $200 million. 

Mr. Carrery. I had gone by that time, Senator. 
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Senator SparKMAn. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. I was not in on any of that. 

Senator Sparkman. That is true. 

Mr. Carrery. When we were talking about it, it looked good off- 
hand, but that was the situation when I left. If they don’t have that 
dam, the Egyptians are sunk. They have got 22 million people living 
on very little land. 

Senator Sparkman. Of course, you know that this resolution does 
not include the Aswan Dam. 

Mr. Carrery. No; it can’t, Senator. 

Nor do I think we ought to blueprint any of it now. 

Senator Sparkman. But Secretary Dulles has testified positively 
that the Aswan Dam would not be built under this resolution, accord- 
ing to reports of his testimony before the House committee. 

Mr. Carrery. I simply say that we should not mention the Aswan 
Dam or any other project now. 


USE OF $200 MILLION-——TIME ELEMENT 


Senator Sparkman. You knew Ambassador Green when he was out 
in those parts? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; I knew him. 

Senator SparKMaN. I suppose you were not here when he testified, 
nor have you had access to his testimony ? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator SparKMAN. He stated that he was quite skeptical of both 
phases of this program, the military and also the economic as it is 
designed. I think his skepticism of the economic phase is the thing 
that I have suggested here, that it was to be made up of big spending 
hurriedly made. He referred in his testimony 2 or 3 times to the fact 
that he just did not see how they could spend properly $200 million 
between now and July 1. 

Do you share that skepticism ? 

Mr. Carrery. You could spend it all right. I agree with you that 
nothing should be undertaken unless previously we have studied it 
very carefully. 

There are lots of things you can do out there certainly, but I agree 
completely that nothing should be done unless it is carefully studied. 


MIDDLE EAST WATER PROBLEM 


Senator Sparkman. By the way, I recently saw a report by an expert 
on the Middle East, who made this statement, which was rather 
impressive to me. 

He said the principal problem in the Middle East is not oil, it is not 
the Suez Canal. Itis water. Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Carrery. Water is one of the problems, certainly. I would not 
put it as the outstanding one in thearea. In Egypt it is outstanding. 

Senator Sparkman. Isn’t it in Jordan? 

Mr. Carrrry. Jordan, Israel, it is outstanding. 

Senator Sparkman. Iraq? 

Mr. Carrery. Iraq it is outstanding. 

Senator Sparkman. In fact, [raq is doing a lot—— 

Mr. Carrery. They are, they are spending money wisely on that. 
Water is very important. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL DIVISION OF POWER 


Senator Sparkman. Mr. Ambassador, I say this: I share the feeling 
that has been suggested by Senator Fulbright, that while it may be 
perfectly legitimate for the President to ask Congress to share with him 
the responsibility of this kind of a program, this establishes a prece- 
dent—and I think the first precedent was laid in the Formosa resolu- 
tion, by the way. This goes a little further. 

I think we may expect there will be others that will go further and 
further. It.seems to me that the President is—by the establishment of 
precedents—thereby eroding the power given to him under the Con- 
stitution to enunciate and to carry out the foreign policies of the 
United States. 

As I understand it, you do not share that belief ? 

Mr. Carrery. I could only repeat what I said before. In this spe- 
cial case at least, in this case it is important to have the support of the 
United States Congress. 

Senator Sparkman. Of course, if Congress supports it through ap- 
propriations, whatever the cost required in order to carry out the policy 
announced wy the President of the United States, would that be the 
same type of support ? 

I mean would it be as effective? 

Mr. Carrery. No; in the first place, this has been widely known, 
widely publicized. 

Senator SparKMAN. I recognize that fact. In fact I think we all do. 

Mr. Caprery. Yes; and it would have a very adverse effect if you 
did not support it. 


Senator SparKMAN. I agree with you in that statement, Mr. Am- 
bassador. It seems to me that the manner in which it was handled 
almost made it essential for Congress to act, from a psychological 
ee but that still does not relieve me of the feeling that I have 


that there is some erosion of the constitutional division of powers as 
among the three departments of the Government. 

Mr. Carrery. Again, Senator, I must say that I am not an expert 
on that phase, and on that I won’t give an opinion. 

Senator SparKMAN. Here is a short resolution that was proposed in 
the House at one time. You may have read about it and I would like 
to ask your opinion on this: 

The United States regards as vital to her interest the preservation of the in- 
dependence and integrity of the States of the Middle East, and if necessary will 
use her Armed Forces to that end. 

Mr. Carrery. I think that is good as far as it goes but that would 
definitely be interpreted as a watering down, as a lack of support of 
the President. 

Senator Sparkman. After he offered the other resolution ? 

Mr. Carrery. That just is a fact. 

It is a fact that right now it would be interpreted abroad as a lack 
of support. 

Senator Sparkman. That is what I say. It might have been ef- 
fective had this been done originally, but now you think it would be 
accepted as watering down ? 

Mr. Carrery. I would not even say that, Senator. I said the res- 
olution is good as far as it goes, but it does not go far enough. 
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STATUS OF TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT 


Senator Sparcman. Mr. Ambassador, what is the present status of 
the tripartite agreement ? 

Mr. Carrrry. It is there. 

Senator SparkMaNn. We are still committed under it? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, 

Senator Sparkman. Doesn’t it say, in so many words, that in the 
event of aggression against any nation in that area, I don’t know 
whether it says we will use our Armed Forces but it certainly says 
we will not stand by, that we will come to the aid of the nation 
attacked ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

(Off the record. ) 

SITUATION IN JORDAN 


Senator Sparkman. I understand that Jordan is perhaps the weak- 
est P g in the whole area? 

Mr. Carrery. It is. 

Senator SparKMAN. Secretary Dulles said he felt confident that they 
would accept our aid. But now just a couple of days ago, the Govern- 
ment of Jordan announced, officially I believe, that they were against 
this program and would not accept it. And a second thing that dis- 
turbed me was that the action taken after the King called upon the 
Prime Minister to give serious consideration to Communist infiltra- 
tion in Jordan, produced a crisis in the Government. 

Now how are we to construe those two things with reference to the 
likelihood of this program succeeding in that area ? 

Mr. Carrery. My own impression is, Senator, that Jordan would 
take the money too. 

Senator Sparkman. That Jordan will take the money? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, I think so. 

Deleted. } 
enator SparkMAN. Of course they have been underwritten by 
Britain. 

Mr. Carrrry. They were. 

Senator Sparkman. To the tune of about $35 million? 

Mr. Carrery. They were, yes. 

Senator SparkMAN. Now what about these three Arab nations that 
have agreed to underwrite them. 

Isthat just paperwork or what? 

Mr. Carrery. In Jordan they hope not. 

Senator Sparkman. If they are going to underwrite them, why 
then would they take our money ? 

Mr. Carrery. A lot of people will take money if it comes along. 

Senator Sparkman. Do you mean by that that you think that if 
we agreed to pick up the tab that the British have been picking up, 
that they would take it ? 

Mr. Carrery. They do not have to do that now. They have got 
the other. 

Senator Sparkman. They have got what? 

Mr. Carrery. They have got the other. 

Senator Sparkman. Then why would they need any from us at all? 

Mr. Carrrery. Oh, Jordan needs money anywhere they can get it. 
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[Deleted.] It is very poor and they need lots of money and you 
know they have got the major part of those refugees there, although 
the United Nations feeds the refugees at the rate of $1.60 a month. 

Senator Russeti. How mucha month ? 

Mr. Carrery. $1.60. It costs $1.60 a month to feed a refugee. 

Chairman Green. I don’t suppose that fattens them much. 

Mr. Carrery. They are not too fat. 

Senator Futsricut. They are multiplying though, aren’t they? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. 

Senator SparkMAN. That is carrying out the Scriptures. “Be 
fruitful and multiply and replenish the earth.” 

Mr. Carrery. They don’t have much else to do, Senator. 

Senator SparkMAN. I agree with you, Mr. Ambassador. I visited 
some of those refugee camps, and they are horrible, absolutely hor- 
rible, and I have felt for a long time that we were not going to get 
anywhere in stabilizing that area until we resettle those people, and 
get them producing. 

Mr. Carrery. Very true, Senator. 

Senator Sparkman. That is all. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


QUESTION OF USE OF SANCTIONS 


Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I would like to correct our discus- 
sion of what the Secretary said. I have his press conference of Feb- 
ruary 5. 

The question was asked— 


Mr Secretary, would you favor use of sanctions against Israel if it refused 
to withdraw from Gaza and the Gulf of Aqaba? 


And the answer by Mr. Dulles was: 


Well, that is a question we could only answer within the context of a United 
Nations resolution. We would not take any action in the way of sanctions 
unilaterally. If there was action by the United Nations calling for sanction, 
we would of course have to give them very serious consideration. 

Senator SparKMAN. That answers it. Of course I did say after 
that, Senator Smith, that in principle it did not make any difference. 

Mr. Hickenlooper, any questions? 

Senator HickENLooperR. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ambassador, I am happy to see you here and to get the benefit 
of your advice, 

I recall with a great deal of pleasure and satisfaction your kind- 
ness to us in Egypt and Cairo some years ago, and especially the 
time that I went with you to see General Naguib. 

Mr. Carrery. I remember that very well. 


PROBABLE EFFECT OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 19 


Senator Hickentoorer. Mr. Ambassador, do you think that this 
resolution, if adopted by the Congress, will have the effect of giving 
greater confidence to the nations of the Middle East so that they 
could proceed to strengthen their own internal affairs and make 
progress toward development which will contribute to the resistance 
to communism from within ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, Senator. 
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Senator Hicken Looper. Now with respect to the so-called 34-word 
resolution which Senator Sparkman read to you just a moment ago 
and which I think he said he believed had been proposed in the House, 
I will read it again, and I quote: 

The United States regards as vital to her interest the preservation of the 
independence and integrity of the states of the Middle East, and if necessary, 
will use her armed forces to that end. 

Do you feel, Mr. Ambassador, that would be that the United States 
in saying in effect that we will guarantee the integrity of present bound- 
aries of all the nations in the Middle East, even though they have a 
war against each other which is not dominated on one side or the 
other by international communism ? 

Mr. Carrery. Sir, I think that resolution is good, but it does not go 
far enough. 

I can see no objection to it, but it does not go far enough. It is not 
good enough. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. I would have certainly a very definite ob- 
eas to this resolution, because I think it is merely a guaranty of 

undaries of all those nations over there, without regard to the 
encroachments or the aggression of international communism. 

Mr. Carrery. I definitely think that resolution in no way could take 
the place of this resolution. 

Senator HickeN.oorer. I certainly agree with that, because I think 
they are 2 different resolutions entirely and go to 2 different principles. 


COMMUNIST PROPAGANDA METHODS 


Now, getting to the question of the success of Russian or Commu- 


nist propaganda in many of these countries. I want to go back and 
refer to the situation in Europe after World War II. 

You had considerable experience there at that time. It runs in my 
mind that the Communists, especially in France and in Italy, at the 
close and shortly after the close of World War II, had cleverly in- 
sinuated theebiiede into positions of resistance and had secured con- 
trols of newspapers and most of the media of public expression, many 
of the radio stations, and that they used that media for a long time 
through the control which they had to broadcast Communist propa- 
ganda and opposition to the United States ? 

Mr. Carrery. They did. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. And that they have been very successful in 
infiltrating through subversive means, and perhaps dishonest means 
which this country will not adopt, and would not on the moral basis 
adopt, to gain control of these media of propaganda within a country, 
and that they have no hesitancy whatsoever; in fact, it is a part of 
their policy to distort the record, to use falsehood ? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. To use all means of that kind in order to 
accomplish their ends? 

Mr. Carrery. Exactly. 

Senator HickenLooprrer. And that seems to have been very, very 
effective in many places in the world? 

Mr. Carrery. The situation in France was extremely dangerous. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. And I believe that the policy of the United 
States, which I think is one we must follow, which is completely moral 
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and completely sound, is to adhere to the truth and the facts, and, 
therefore, it is very difficult for us to combat propaganda which has 
no moral concept whatsoever 

Mr. Carrery. Very difficult. 

Senator HickeNnLoorer. Only a concept of expediency? It is very 
difficult for us to combat that. Do you believe, however, in the places 
in which you have had experience over the years since World War IT, 
that we have made headway and progress in combating the crescendo 
of Russian propaganda and subversive activity ? 

Mr. Carrery. I can speak for France, for instance, where I, for 
about a year and a half, had the Marshall plan operation, and my 
answer is “Yes.” 


(Off the record.) 


SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 


Senator Hickenioorer. I just want to ask you this final question, 
Mr. Ambassador. 

As I understand from your testimony heretofore, which has been 
given at length this morning in answer to other questions, you feel 
that this resolution is a proper resolution, that it will be effective, that 
the failure to enact it would be injurious to the position of the United 
States and our objectives, especially in that part of the world, the Mid- 
dle East. Is that a general summary of your thinking? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, it is, Senator. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. And I also interpret your statement, or 
your testimony, to be that you do not attempt to pass on the con- 
stitutional propriety of this resolution. 

You are passing on the factual effect and, based upon your ex- 
perience, what you believe the results will be pro or con in connection 
with this resolution ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. I am talking about something I know about, 
and I do not want to talk about something I don’t know about. 

Senator Hicken Looper. And that you do not pose as an expert on 
constitutional law ? 

Mr. Carrery. I am not. 

Senator HickenLoorer. Or constitutional procedure ? 

Mr. Carrery. I am not. I have a good deal of experience on the 
other side but not in that. 

Senator Hickenwoorer. Thank you. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Case of South Dakota. 


QUESTION OF CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT—-AUTHORIZATION TO EMPLOY 
UNITED STATES FORCES ABROAD 


Senator Case. Mr. Ambassador, with reference to this question of 
the bringing of Congress into the matter, you have been in the State 
Department for something over 40 years; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Carrery. I started in 1911, Senator. 

Senator Case. And during that time you have had an opportunity 
to witness the conduct of our foreign policy through a great many 
administrations ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, sir; a great many. 
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Senator Cass. Based on your experience and your observation dur- 
ing that period of time, have the Armed Forces of the United States 
been employed as an instrument of foreign policy previously ? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, Senator, if you call it an instrument of foreign 
policy, in the old days they occasionally went into Latin America 
and various places, Haiti, Nicaragua, and so on. 

Senator Casz. To resist aggression by a major power? 

Mr. Carrery. No, Senator; other reasons were involved. I don’t 
believe we do that any more, but we used to do that apparently. 

Senator Cass. I am trying to find out whether or not this possible 
use of the Armed Forces of the United States to resist overt armed 
——- would be an exercise of war powers or would be a matter 
of conducting foreign policy. 

Mr. Carrery. That is involved, Senator. That gets back to the 
sort of legal technical matter that I would rather not express an 
opinion on. 

Senator Case. It may be that it is a marginal question. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Case. In my own mind I thought of it this way: I thought 
that the President has been very careful to state that if we were ever 
going to employ the Armed Forces of the United States in a war 
under his administration, he would want to consult the Congress, 
and I regard this resolution and its phraseology as carrying out. his 
feeling in that regard, rather than to employ the Armed Forces in a 
way in which we might become involved in a war, that to be on the 
safe side, so to speak, he would refer the matter to Congress and 
in this instance is referring the matter to Congress because it may 
be a close question, and he would rather have the consent of Congress 
than to do it on his own initiative and possibly exercise what might 
be regarded as a war power without having consulted Congress. 

Mr. Carrery. In any event, Senator, his hand would be greatly 
strengthened by congressional support, and T think congressional sup- 
port is vital in this case. 

Senator Case. I think clearly that it would be strengthened in the 
eyes of the world or in the eyes of the masters of the Kremlin if Con- 
gress expresses itself. There is no doubt about that. I thought in 
view of your very long experience as a Foreign Service officer in the 
State Department, that you probably were in a position to state, as 
a matter of practice over a period of years, whether the State Depart- 
ment would have traditionally regarded the use of armed forces as 
an exercise of foreign policy administration or of war powers? 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, you do have those little exceptions that I 
mentioned in Central America and the Caribbean and so on where 
Marines were used. 

Senator Casg. To settle boundary disputes between small countries? 

Mr. Carrery. I think it was sometimes called preserving order. 

Senator Case. Were they used to implement the Monroe Doctrine? 

Mr. Carrery. In those cases, oh, no. 

Senator Casz. Of course the Monroe Doctrine expressly stated that 
any attempt by a continental power to extend its colonialization in 
Latin America or South America or in this hemisphere would be re- 
garded as violating 

Mr. Carrery. Nothing to do with that, Senator. In the old days 
administrations of both parties did it, but it would not be done now. 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 811 


Senator Case. Would you regard that as on the same level as the 
use of our forces in the other hemisphere to resist aggression by a major 
power there? 

Mr. Carrery. It has nothing to do with a case like this one. 

Senator Casr. They are not the same? 

Mr. Carrery. They are not the same. You asked the question and 
T have to bring them up but it had nothing to do—— 

Senator Casr. As a matter of fact, my recollection is that the Mon- 
roe Doctrine is a rather two-sided proposition. It stated that as we 
did not venture to take part in affairs of the other hemisphere, that 
we would not expect them to take part in the affairs of this hemisphere. 

I am not giving it verbatim but it certainly was a two-sided thing 
at the time it was pronounced ; wasn’t it ? 

Mr. Carrery. But Senator, these cases have nothing to do with the 
Monroe Doctrine. 

Senator Case. No; but they were related to this hemisphere. 

Mr. Carrery. This hemisphere; yes. 

Senator Casr. But this is quite an extension, and if anything, possi- 
bly a new doctrine as opposed to the Monroe Doctrine? 

Mr. Carrery. I would not say that. 

Senator Case. It certainly is an expression of an interest in another 
hemisphere. 

Mr. Carrery. It is different, very different. 

Senator Case. The Monroe Doctrine was predicated on the idea 
that we were not going into the other hemisphere. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 


EGYPT’S SEIZURE OF SUEZ CANAL 


Senator Casz. We will drop that subject. I want to ask a little bit 
about the legal authority and background for the action of Mr. Nasser 
with respect to the Suez Canal. 

How long have you been Ambassador to Egypt? 

Mr. Carrery. How long was I Ambassador there? 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. From 1949 to 1955. Of course I was not there when 
he seized the canal. I had gone. 

Senator Case. But you were somewhat familiar with Egyptian law? 

Mr. Carrery. Egyptian law? Somewhat. 

Senator Case. Would you know whether or not Egyptian law recog- 
nized the power in the Egyptian Government similar to eminent 
domain in this country ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Case. Would you regard the seizure of the interests of the 
Suez Canal Co. by the Government of Egypt as comparable either to 
the exercise of eminent domain here or to the power of nationaliza- 
tion expressed by England in taking the coal mines and the railroads? 

Mr. Carrery. Of course that is a question for international lawyers. 
In any event, I think that Nasser’s seizure of the canal was an unwise 
action. 

Senator Casr. Was it illegal under Egyptian law? 

Mr. Carrery. Probably not. 

Senator Lona. Mr. Chairman, might I ask the Senator to yield to 
me for just one moment ? 
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I have an engagement with one of my constituents from Louisiana, 
an elected official, and I will be compelled to meet the engagement. I 
believe the record has been rather fully made and the points I would 
like to ask the Ambassador have been fully covered for the record. 

I would like to greet Ambassador Caffery here. He was born and 
reared in Louisiana. I am not sure whether he is a Democrat or not. 
I know when my father was here I believe he was one who eventually 
persuaded his confirmation, although political backgrounds were not 
always the same. 

Ambassador Caffery has made an outstanding record serving our 
country and we in Louisiana are extremely proud, gratified, and 
honored that he is testifying here before us today. 

Mr. Carrery. Thank you very much, sir. That is very kind of you. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Case! 

Senator Case. I think that the country as a whole appreciates the 
long and distinguished career of the Ambassador. 

Did you complete your answer with respect to whether or not the 
seizure by Mr. Nasser was comparable either to eminent domain as we 
know it in this country or the nationalization as practiced by Eng- 
land in taking over the railroads and coal mines? 

Mr. Carrery. I think it is stretching it a little beyond that, because 
there was of course the question of the treaty and so on, but under 
Egyptian law it was probably legal. 1 

Senator Case. Wasn’t the Suez Canal Co. chartered or organized 
under Egyptian law? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Casz. So that it was subject to Egyptian law ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; but of course there are some controversial mat- 
ters in there. Of course if Nasser had waited until 1968 he was going 
to get the canal anyhow. It was not very intelligent for him to seize 
it. It was done emotionally. 

Senator Cass. It might have been emotionally and it was precipi- 
tated perhaps by the prospect of getting revenues or for its effect on 
opinion or for many motives. 

Mr. Carrery. All of that. 


REFUGEE PROBLEM—-EFFECT ON ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


Senator Casz. Then turning to another field, to what extent is the 
economic condition of the countries in this area—and by the countries 
in this area I mean Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, and Israel—affected by 
~ — problem that grew out of the creation of the State of 

srae 

Mr. Carrery. The refugee problem of course has worsened their 
economic conditions. 

Senator CasE. Materially ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; even though they are fed by the United Nations, 
they are there, and of course $1.60 a month enables them to eat, but 
= are a burden, and they are in the way. 

enator Case. And the simple feeding of them does not solve the 
problem. 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, no. 

Senator Casr. Is the problem increasing or getting less? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, it is getting worse. 
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Senator Casr. Does the economic-aid portion of the resolution offer 

the possibility of reducing that problem to any extent? 
r. Carrery. The refugee one? 

That I simply do not know. I don’t know. f 

Senator Casr. What is the purpose of the economic-aid section of 
tle resolution ? 

Mr. Carrery. I meant the refugees have always been handled as a 
separate issue. 

I just do not know whether it is meant to do that or not. 

Senator Case. Under the language of the resolution with the limita- 
tions of the basic Mutual Security Act lifted, it would seem to me that 
the fund could be used for any purpose there that was related to the 

roblem ? 
d Mr. Carrery. Senator, I just do not know that. 

Senator Case. And if the refugee problem 

Mr. Carrery. It is one of the worst problems of the area 

Senator Casr. Is one of the worst problems; it would seem to me 
that there would be reason for thinking that the funds released under 
the language of the resolution could be applied to that problem. 

Mr. Carrery. Could be. 

Senator Case. Were you consulted in the framing of the resolution 
or the adoption of the policy which led to the proposal of the resolu- 
tion ? 

Mr. Carrery. This resolution / 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. Not at all. I have not yet seen a person in the State 
Department. 

Senator Case. You did not know about it until you heard about it? 

Mr. Carrery. I read it in the paper. I was in Europe. I read it 
in the paper. I knew nothing about it, and since I have been here I 
have notseen anyone. I have just come. 


KORAN PROHIBITION OF PAYING INTEREST 


Senator Casr. Then turning to the question of the attitude of the 
Arabs in accepting gifts as contrasted with loans, I noted that in the 
discussion with Mr. Byroade yesterday, when Senator Russell was 
speaking or was questioning him, Mr. Byroade said: 

Any Arab leader is afraid to take a gift because his people will say he sold 
out something that he should not have done. 

And at another point with reference to the matter of interest, Mr. 
Byroade said that under the Koran the payment of interest is not 
regarded as we regard it. That is why the loan feature had some 
handicaps. 


SUGGESTION THAT RECIPIENT COUNTRIES CONTRIBUTE TO AID PROJECTS 


Supposing that in all of the projects that might be proposed under 
economic aid a specific requirement were made that there be a per- 
centage contribution by the recipient country in the same order that 
in this country we would have what we call sponsors’ contributions. 

As further background, while you are thinking of your answer, I 
would like to say this: When the first appropriation was made under 
the Marshall plan, I was a Member of the House of Representatives, 
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and a member of the Appropriations Committee. At: the time I made 
that proposal, that we require a sponsor’s contribution by any country 
receiving economic aid or anything under the Marshall plan, I pro- 
posed initially that it be a 20 percent contribution, basing it upon what 
we required for a sponsor’s contribution under WPA and PWA. 

The House adopted the proposal in the form of 10 percent.. When it 
came to the Senate, the Senate struck that out, but in conference there 
was a final requirement that a 5 percent sponsor’s contribution be re- 
quired of funds by the recipient country that would be available out 
of the counterpart fund to be expendable on the motion of the United 
States alone. 

The counterpart funds, generally speaking, could be expended by 
the recipient country, but this 5 percent was a specific requirement of 
availability to the United States. An amount had to be put up by 
the recipient country. Later Mr. Henderson, who was connected 
through the Solicitor General Counsel for the first administration of 
the Marshall fund, said that it had a very valuable effect in policing 
the fund expended. 

France and other countries were reluctant to propose any project 
even if they had to put up a nickel out of a dollar on it unless it had 
some merit to it. 

It got away from the so-called leaf-raking projects. 

Now then, would you regard it as helpful in the application of 
these funds to the Middle East if we required in each instance that 
any specific project should be paid for in part by the recipient country ? 

r. Carrery. I think you would have to differentiate, Senator. I 
think in some cases to be useful it would have to be grant aid. 

I would not mix them. 

Senator Case. I am tryimg to find a basis on which we could main- 
tain the self-respect of these countries that get the aid, so that they 
would be free from this suspicion that they had sold out and were just 
taking something and then were under a specific obligation that com- 
promised the integrity of the Government, so to speak ? 

Mr. Carrery. Honestly, Senator, I would not bother about that. 

Senator Case. How is that ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. I would not bother about that. 

Senator Casr. You would just go ahead and give it to them? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. The Koran says no interest, but there are 
banks in the Arab world, and they all charge interest. 

Senator Case. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Senator Morse? 

Senator Morse. First, Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I have been 

‘serving in the past 2 days as chairman of the joint House and Senate 
committee on a joint hearing, which explains my absences from these 
hearings. 

Two days before that I was getting ready for the hearings. But I 
want the committee to know that I am reading as rapidly as there is 

“made available to me the transcript record. What is in the record 
so far is pretty much a recupitubation of what has already taken 


place in these joint hearings. 
I have a few questions for the Ambassador. 








a oF 


JS ee eS OMT 


—or 


re 


an 
te 
se 
















THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 815 







WHAT 





EFFECT WILL THE RESOLUTION HAVE ON SOVIET RUSSIA? 


Mr. Ambassador, can you offer the committee any evidence of proof 
that there is any contemplation on the part of Soviet Russia for 
armed aggression against the Middle East in the foreseeable future? 

Mr. Carrery. The foreseeable future is a long time. Any imme- 
diate aggression? No. 

Senator Morse. Would you say that the possible danger of a Rus- 
sian military attack on the Middle East would depend upon future 
developments ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. And of course this program has something to 
do with that. 

Senator Morse. That is my next question. 

Mr. Ambassador, do you think that the adoption of this resolution 
might possibly stimulate a course of action on the part of Russia that 
would increase the danger of military aggression in the Middle East? 

Mr. Carrrry. I do not. 

Senator Morse. Do you think that the passage of this resolution 
would decrease the activities of the Soviet Union in the Middle East 
in respect to subversive activities, propaganda activities ? 

Mr. Carrery. It will certainly make them much more careful. 

Senator Morse. Do you think it will reduce their activities or in- 
crease them with the exercise of greater care ? 

Mr. Carrery. It will reduce them. 

Senator Morse. Do you think that the passage of this resolution will 
cause Soviet Russia to write off any plans for seeking to win support 
in the Middle East, such as in Syria or Egypt, for what. we suspect 
may be at least its economic and propaganda program ? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Morse. You don’t think it will have that effect ? 

Mr. Carrery. No. It won’t make them write it off; no. 

Senator Morse. Do you think that the passage of this resolution 
might speed up the Russian program in Syria, for example, to try to 
stir up within Syria internal dissension ? 

Mr. Carrery. No, Senator. 

Senator Morse. Do you think that the passage of this resolution will 
decrease the possibility of Russia trying to carry on some program of 
armaments sales either through satellites or underground in Syria? 

Mr. Carrery. They will still want to sell arms to Syria. As a mat- 
ter of fact, they have not sent much there. 


RUSSIA’S PROPAGANDA EFFORTS 


Senator Morse. Do you think that the adoption of this resolution 
will increase any concern within Russia as to the alleged plans of the 
United States, insofar as their propaganda is concerned, that we have 
designs to encircle Russia ? 

Mr. Carrery. No, sir. 

Senator Morse. You do not agree then with reports that we get, 
even from some of our own Members of Congress who visit Russia, 
that when they talked to the rank and file of the Russian people, the 
Soviet propaganda that the United States has designs to encircle 
Russia militarily has pretty well taken root ? 

Mr. Carrery. That is correct among the people. 
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Senator Mors. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Carrery. Among the people, certainly that is correct, but they 
do not have anything to say. 

Senator Morsr. But you do not think that the passage of this 
resolution will strengthen the propaganda of the Russian leaders, 
among their own people, that this is supposedly further evidence 
that we seek to encircle Russia ? 

Mr. Carrery. Not necessarily, Senator. They have their own ways 
and this need not have any effect on what they do at all. 


GRANTS VERSUS LOANS 


Senator Morse. Mr. Ambassador, as I understood your testimony, 
you are testifying in support of grants. 

Do you know of any reason why Saudi Arabia, to use the suggestion 
of the Senator from South Dakota, Mr. Case, should not at least 
commit itself to put up a certain share of the cost in any program that 
might be encompassed by this resolution ? 

Mr. Carrrry. I simply said, Senator, that I don’t think you should 
try to mix grants and loans. You should have grants or loans or 
grants and loans. 

Senator Morse. But I understood you to indicate that we ought 
to give this to them? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, I said grants in some cases and loans in some 
cases, 

Senator Morse. Let’s take Saudi Arabia. 

Do you know of any reason, in view of her oil wealth, why we 
should make any grant to her? 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, I have not been in Saudi Arabia for some 
time and I have not at all followed the negotiations that are going 
on here, and I cannot answer that. 

Senator Morse. The evidence in the record of this hearing shows 
that, based upon 1955 production rates and prices, the value of these 
oil reserves in these Arab countries is $98,400 million. 

Saudi Arabia is one of the most wealthy of the group. In view of 
that great wealth, keeping in mind the fact that pipelines have been 
cut off, the Suez Canal has been cut off, and that they are losing great 
revenue and income from royalties at the present time, do you know 
of any reason why the economic position of the United States should 
not be one of loaning the money rather than granting the money ? 

Mr. Carrery. There might be a political angle involved there, 
Senator. As I say, I don’t know what has happened in these nego- 
tiations yet, but there are political angles there. 

Senator Morse. Would you enlarge upon that ? 

I would like to be enlightened about a possible political angle that 
would justify my voting to grant to this very weathy oil country, 
Saudi Arabia, my constituent’s money, in the form of American taxes 
and income, in the way of a grant rather than a loan, because that is 
what they are going to want me to tell them. 

Mr. Carrery. Senator, I have not seen the negotiations but what I 
refer to I can say in one word, Dhahran. 

Senator Morsr. Suppose we did not have an airbase at Dhahran? 
What would be the danger to American vital interests in the Middle 
East, in view of the other airbases we have at very strategic points 
in that section of the world ? 
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Is Dhahran the sole essential to the American security in the Middle 
East? Could we not protect our interests without having this one 
airbase in Saudi Arabia ? 

Mr. Carrery. I think the Department of Defense would have to 
answer that, but apparently they think so. 


WILL THE RESOLUTION HELP SOLVE THE MIDDLE EAST’S INTERNAL 
PROBLEM ? 


Senator Morse. One more question, Mr. Ambassador. 

Do you think that this resolution advances, and if -you do, in what 
respects, the solution of the three major internal issues in the Middle 
East that are creating great tensions between the Arab countries and 
Israel and other nations; to wit, the Suez Canal issue, the Arab 
refugee issue, and the territorial integrity of Israel. 

In what respect do you think this resolution will help promote the 
solution of those problems ? 

Mr. Carrery. Only in this way. It would give the people of the 
area more confidence. If they had more confidence, they would be 
more likely to be more reasonable about other questions. 

Senator Morse. You do not think that it would tend to create the 
opinion in the Arab countries that we have really become sort of 
partners with them in their plans to work out the Suez Canal crisis, 
the Arab refugee crisis, and the Israel boundary crisis in accordance 
with their terms rather than in accordance with the terms of Western 
nations ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think so, Senator. They are more realistic 
than that. 

Senator Morse. Do you have any evidence that they have indicated, 
even while these negotiations are on, any lessening of their enmity for 
Israel ? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Morse. If you strengthen their military power with the 
idea that they would be stronger to defend themselves against Russia, 
would they not also be stronger to conduct a war against Israel ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, but certainly certain precautions can be taken. 

Senator Morse. You mean in negotiations rather than in the reso- 
lution ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Morse. But you do not think that our government should 
require a public commitment at the time the resolution is proposed 
and adopted, that the language of the resolution itself will bind them 
to a commitment not to carry on war against Israel and vice versa ? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think that anything else should go into that 
resolution at all. I think the resolution should stick to what is in it. 


SECRET NEGOTIATIONS VERSUS OPENLY STATED COVENANTS 


Senator Morse. And that its implementation should be made by 
secret negotiations rather than by an open covenant specifically 
stated to the world? 

Mr. Carrery. It is sad to relate but it is the only way you can do 
that sort of thing, Senator. 

87080—57—pt. 2——14 
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Senator Morse. I am glad to have your opinion that it is the only 
way todo it. Ido not share a9 opinion at all. I think it is an ex- 
ceedingly dangerous thing and I think that is what much of this whole 
issue is about, whether or not we are going to continue in this country 
to have foreign policy determined by secret negotiations or whether 
we are going to have foreign policies determined by openly stated 
covenants and our commitments on behalf of the American people 
known to the American people who do the dying when these negotia- 
tions go awry. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Carrrery. Open covenants are certainly the ideal but sometimes 
you can’t do it and of course even if the negotiations are secret, it is 
all bound to come out in the open. 

But. what I mean is you can’t carry on negotiations successfully 
in the market place. That is what I mean. 

Senator Morsr. My reply to that, Mr. Ambassador, is you can’t do 
it unless you do it. It is not quite that simple, and when we start 
notifying the world that that is the way we are going to do it, or we 
are not going to do it, we would get the free nations in the world 
joining us. 

I am inclined to think if the Arab leaders were told, and told very 
frankly that we are perfectly willing to support them against any 
attack on the part of Russia, concomitant to a pledge on their part 
that they will assure us that there is not going to be any attack on 
Israel, that they are going to submit these three internal issues to 
peaceful procedures, then we will get some place at the same time. 
And the same goes for Israel, because I am as critical of Israel as I 
am of the Arab countries as far as keeping alive these three great 
cancerous sores in the Middle East that are threatening peace is 
concerned. 

I think we ought to cover it in the resolution, instead of sidestep- 
ing and bypassing the real problems that confront us in the Middle 
ast, in addition to the Russian problem, which is a serious problem. 
Mr. Carrery. Senator, I respect your opinion certainly, and I cer- 

tainly have a lot of admiration for the state of Israel, but I do not 
think it could be done in that way. 

I modestly say that I have had a good deal of experience in the 
question of negotiations, and there are times when you can’t do it 
in the market place because you get both sides holding off. 

Sometimes you have just got to do things, talking, sitting around 
a table, having a drink, smoking or what not. 

Senator Morse. I would like to try it first. We have not made 
that approach in this case. 

Mr. Casein: I just cannot agree with that, Senator, because I 
do not think it works, although I agree that covenants openly arrived 
at are the ideal and we should do it whenever we can, but there 
are times when we just cannot do it. 

Senator Morsr. There is no evidence, in the record that I have 
read, that our Government has asked the kind of commitments on 
the part of these countries that I am suggesting. 

_ Chairman Green. Have you finished, Senator Morse? 

Senator Morsr. Yes, I am finished unless the Ambassador wants 

to carry on this pleasant conversation. 
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(Procedural discussion deleted.) 

Chairman GREEN. We will reconvene at 2:30 this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 1:10 p. m., the committee was recessed, to re- 
convene at 2: 30 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Present: Senators Green (chairman) presiding, Wiley, Fulbright, 
Smith (New Jersey), Humphrey, Knowland, Morse, Aiken, and 
Capehart, of the Committee on Foreign Relations; Senators Rus- 
sell (chairman of the Committee on Armed Services), Stennis, and 
Barrett, of the Committee on Armed Services. 

Chairman Green. The committee will please come to order. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JEFFERSON CAFFERY—Resumed 


Chairman Green. Mr. Aiken, you have some questions, I believe. 

Senator Arken. I just have 2 or 3 questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Caffery, it was reported to me the other day that Egypt 
started drifting away from the West at the time that the United 
States failed to deliver some diesel locomotives to them which we 
had promised tothem. Do you know anything about that? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t, Senator. There was no question of that 
when I was there. 

Senator Arken. That was about 2 years ago that this happened. 

Mr. CarFrery. Well, it: must have been, because I left on exactly the 
lith of January 1955, and we didn’t have that up at that time. 

Senator Aiken. Well, the story was, after waiting a year, that they 
didn’t think they could wait any longer, and finally made their pur- 
chases from one of the satellite countries, 

Mr. Carrery. Well, that was after my time, Senator, and I do not 
know about it. 

ASWAN DAM 


Senator ArkeN. J noticed this morning you indicated that you 
thought approval of the Aswan Dam and going through with the in- 
tended arrangement on that would have been helpful. 

Was the Aswan Dam economically feasible or did you take into con- 
sideration both the economic and _ political benefits which might 
be received 2 

Mr. Carrery. I am sorry, Senator, I don’t think I said exactly that. 
T said that when I was there, we were just beginning to talk about the 
Aswan Dam, and I thought offhand it was a good idea, but I didn’t 
know enough about it. Offhand I thought it was a good idea. 

Senator Arken. Do you think if we had gone ahead with the ar- 
rangement there b neeeee the United States and Great Britain would 
have put up cash and the International Bank more cash, that it 
might have averted the clash? Would we have averted the Suez crisis, 
or was that inevitable ? 

Mr. Carrery. Inevitable, no. But of course on the Aswan Dam 
project there were certain conditions, and the Egyptians took a long 
time in answering, too long a time, really. So it is impossible to say. 

-I don’t remember just how long they waited, but it was a long time 
before they came through with any answer at all, and then we changed 
our policy. 
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Senator Arken. They were supposed to make a contribution toward 
it themselves ¢ 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. Yes, they were supposed to bear most of 
the cost. 

Senator Arken. Is it possible they did not see how they were going 
to do that themselves ? 

Mr. Carrery, It very possibly had something to do with it. Per- 
haps they were dragging their feet because they weren’t sure just what 
they could do themselves. It took a lot of money. 

Senator Arxen. If we had gone ahead with the Aswan Dam and 
the construction, it possibly would have been underway now. That 
would not have averted the clash of November 1, would it? 

Mr. Carrery. Who knows? 

Senator Arxen. I don’t know that anybody knows. 

Mr. Carrery. I am afraid that is hypothetical. 

Senator Arken. I do not know how anyone can know. It does not 
seem possible that it could have cured what seems to be the basis for 
most of the troubles over there at the present time. 


EGYPT’S TRADING WITH RUSSIA 


Mr. Carrery. It is hypothetical. 

Senator Arken. Another thing: Now, Egypt finally got arms, from 
Czechoslovakia ; was it not ? 

Mr. Carrery. Ostensibly. 

Senator Arken. Or ostensibly under the direction of Moscow. 

Mr. Carvery. Yes. 

Senator Arken. And did not Egypt tie up her cotton trade with 
Russia 

Mr. Carrery. Some of it. 

Senator Arken. In order to pay for these arms? 

Mr. Carrery. They mortgaged certain of their cotton trade; yes. 

Senator Arken. Russia takes the cotton, and she turns around and 
sells it to the British, as I understand it. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, she sells it wherever she can sell it. 

Senator ArkEN. Because the British purchases from us fell off, and 
we presume that—I think it was made plain that Russia was selling 
the British a good share of the cotton they needed, and probably using 
some of the Egyptian cotton. 

Mr. Carrery. She would sell it to whomever she could. 

Senator Arken. But did not the tying up of that cotton in exchange 
for arms make the economic situation in Egypt more stringent? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Arken. And if they had had, if they had freer trade all 
around, both for arms and for the sale of cotton, the situation would 
not have become so acute ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 


EFFECT OF RESOLUTION ON RUSSIA 


Senator Arken. It was suggested this morning, I believe you sug- 
gested, that you thought this resolution was important because it 
would impress the Russian Government with the fact that we would 
back up the President, and that even though we are a peace-loving 
people, we aren’t for peace at any price. 
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Mr. Carrery. That is correct. 

Senator ArkeNn. You feel that it is necessary. 

Do you think that the size of the President’s majority on November 6 
strengthened the belief of the Russians that we were a peace-loving 
nation, to an extreme degree ? 

Mr. Carrery. What do you mean, Senator? 

Senator Arken. I mean that the President had an enormous major- 
ity in the last election. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Arken. The votes cast for him were undoubtedly cast by 
people who didn’t want this country involved in a general world war. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator ArkeN. I was wondering if the size of that majority 
strengthened the Russian belief that perhaps we would let them go to 
lengths which they otherwise would not go. 

Mr. Carrrery. I doubt that, Senator. 

Senator Arken. You do not think it made any difference at all? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think it made any difference. 

Senator Arken. Then they thought that we were for peace at any 
price? 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t think so. I don’t think it made any difference. 

Senator ArkeNn. You do not think it would. 

I think Senator Fulbright referred this morning to a statement by 
the President, made almost immediately after the attack on Egypt, 
to the effect that we were not going to be involved in that conflict. 

Do you understand that the President was referring to the attack 
on Egypt, and not to the Middle East situation generally ? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, that I wouldn’t know, Senator. 

Senator Arken. I would think that ought to be cleared up. I do 
not think the President meant that we would not be involved in, take 
part in, any Middle East altercation. I think he was referring to the 
crisis in Egypt at that time. Certainly we ought to know what he 
meant. 

Had the United States not intervened in the case of the attack on 
Egypt by Israel, France, and England, do you think that the war 
would have expanded ? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Arken. How far? 

Mr. Carrery. Who knows? 

Chairman Green. Does that conclude your questioning ? 

Senator Arken. That isa good answer to a poor question. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. That concludes your questioning? Thank you. 

Mr. Capehart ? 

Senator Carenart. Thank you, sir. 

I want to just take a couple of minutes, maybe less than that. 

It would help my thinking, Mr. Caffery, if I could say this before 
IT ask my questions: To me all our experiences yesterday are good for 
are to make sure we do not make the same mistakes today, but I think 
we ought to clear this matter up. 

During the war, you were serving in what capacity ? 

Mr. Carrery. At the beginning of the war, I was in Brazil, and 
then Paris. 
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Senator Capenart. That is what I thought. You were in Brazil. 
and then the Ambassador to France. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Carrmartr. And then went from France to Egypt. 

Mr. Carrery. To Egypt. 

Senator Carenart. Yes. I think you were in France when I was 
there in 1945. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 


STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE OF MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Carenart. We spent, I don’t know how many billions, in 
Western Europe, and billions other places, and I do not know if it 
makes any difference how many, but we know it was a lot. 


We likewise have entered into some 43 similar treaties or similar 


understandings that we are now talking about—namely, that if 45 
other nations were attacked or we were attacked, that we would go 
to their rescue militarily. That, in substance, is about what we are 
talking about here. 

Now, we are talking about countries here at the moment which 
have under their soil 75 percent of the known oil reserves, aud those 
countries were there during the period in which we were spending this 
money in Western Europe, and in which we were entering the United 
Nations and NATO—all these other arrangements. 

Why was it that this particular section of the world was neglected, 
that we made no such arrangements to defend them against Russia, 
knowing, or we should have known, that if we could not get the 
Middle East oi) into Western Europe, that it would be comparatively 
easy for an enemy to conquer Western Europe? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, for one thing, Senator, very frankly, our hands 
were very full in Western Europe; and also, it wasn’t known then that 
these countries had all that oil. 

Senator Capruart. You do not think so? 

Mr. Carrery. No. It wasn’t known then. And we were pretty well 
occupied in Western Europe. 

T can see it just didn’t arise then. 

Senator CareHart. You think it was just completely overlooked ? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, you could hardly consider it overlooked. It 
just wasn’t on the map. 

Senator Caprnarr. It just wasn’t necessary. 

Yet they lie under the belly, the soft spot, of Russia. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Carenart. And we went into Greece and Turkey; the first 
of our aid, militarily and economically, was to Turkey; and Turkey 
is a part and parcel of the Middle East; and Greece is not very far 
away. 

r. Carrery. Certainly at the time of the war, and all that, we were 
pretty well occupied in Western Europe. Now, that I don’t see, be- 
cause it just didn’t arise. 

Senator Carenart. It did not arise. 

Mr. Carrery. Nobody ever thought about it because it wasn’t so 
important then. They knew they had oil out there but nobody knew 
they had these perfectly colossal reserves that they had. 
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Senator Capenarr. I was under the impression it was as well known 
10 years ago as it is today. 

r. Carrery. I don’t think so. 

Senator Carenart. I am thinking back when we were forming the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and these other agreements that 
we entered into in the not-too-distant past. ' 

Now this whole area becomes very, very important, and I agree, I 
cannot see how it is possible to maintain the other agreements we have 
made with 43 other nations to defend them if they are attacked, and 
not do something to make sure they are going to receive oil, which is 
just as necessary to carrying out a war or defending oneself as guns 
are, or ammunition; maybe more so, but at least equally as important. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. {have just been on this foreign aid program 
business in Italy and France and Spain and Portugal and England, 
and the oil situation, as is well known, has been much publicized, is 
pretty serious for them, just by reason of that. 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 

Mr. Carrery. There is no question about that. If they lose the 
Middle Eastern oil supplies, they would be sunk. 

Senator Caprenart. That is right. They go back to horses and 


mules and oxen for their power. 
Mr. CarFery. They would be sunk; that is right. 


UNITED STATES COMMITMENTS 


Senator Carrenart. It would be impossible for us to carry out our 
agreements with these 43 nations, particularly the NATO nations, 


the Western European nations, to defend them if attacked—and we 
have agreed to do that—unless we or they have sufficient quantities 
of oil. 

Mr. Carrery. Well, more than that. If the countries of Western 
Europe collapse on account of the lack of oil, it will have a very direct 
effect on our economy. 

Senator Carenart. Of course. Not only economically, but mili- 
tarily. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; both. 

Senator CaprHart. So, in order to maintain the agreement we have 
with these 43 nations, particularly the NATO countries, we have got 
to help them furnish oil; otherwise we just cannot carry out our com- 
mitment; is that not about right? 

Mr. Carrery. That is a fact. 

Senator Carenart. And really, isn’t it the basic factor involved in 
this resolution in this whole discussion ? 

Mr. Carrrry. Well, that is important. 

Senator CarrHart. Well, without the oil, all else fails. 

Mr. Carrery. Europe collapses. 

Senator CareHart. And this propaganda that you hear, that we 
are doing it for the oil companies is, of course, just not true. It is 
being done as a matter of life or death in case of war; is it not? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, certainly the whole idea, the idea about the 
whole thing, was to get the oil over to Western Europe. I repeat, 
without oil supplies, they collapse. 

Senator CAapenart. That is right. And is it not a fact that if 
Western Europe—I am thinking primarily of England, they get oil 
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from the Middle East, they pay for it in their own currencies, and 
they use sterling—if they were forced to buy Venezuelan or United 
States oil, they have got to have dollars to do it, and they haven’t got 
the dollars. 

Mr. Carrery. It costs more money. 

Senator CapeHart. It costs more money because of the transporta- 
tion costs. 

Mr. Carrery. Yes. 

Senator Carenart. Furthermore, they do not have the dollars, so 
we either have got to give them the dollars, lend them the dollars, or 

rmit them to earn the dollars by buying goods from them. So we 
Fortier: compound the problem of the United States by failure of our 
allies, with whom we have entered into profound treaties, approved 
by the Senate of the United States, to defend them. 

Mr. Carrery. That is right. 

Senator Capenart. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Chairman GREEN. Does that conclude your questioning ? 

Senator Carrenart. That is all. 

Chairman Green. That concludes the list. 

Senator MansrrexD, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a few ques- 
tions, if I may. 

Chairman GReEN. Senator Mansfield. 

Senator MAnsFretp. Mr. Ambassador, this morning you expressed 
your approval of this resolution in general terms, without any refer- 
ence to technical, constitutional considerations. 

Do you approve the idea of the United States acting unilaterally in 
an area which has been defined as the Middle East, extending from 
Pakistan—I do not know whether that includes Eastern Pakistan as 
well as Western Pakistan—possibly Afghanistan on the east, up to the 
borders of Tunisia on the west, up against the Soviet Union in Iran, 
and Turkey on the north, and down into Ethiopia and the Sudan on 
the south? Do you approve the view, as this resolution seems to imply, 
that we should act unilaterally in a military sense in that huge area! 

Mr. Carrery. I don’t see how we can act in any other way, Senator. 
It is sad, perhaps, but, yes, I think we have to do it unilaterally. 

Senator Mansrretp. Well, now, the Senator from Indiana has 
pointed out we have something on the order of 45 or 46 mutual-secu- 
rity agreements of one kind or another. I am just wondering if we 
have the resources and the manpower to honor these pledged com- 
mitments of ours which we spread out all over the world. 

Mr. Carrrey. Senator, as we are talking about this particular. case, 
I feel, and I feel strongly, that we have to do this. First of all, if 
we don’t do it, there will be strong reaction over the whole Middle 
East. People will feel that the United States is not serious, that 
Congress is not behind the President, and we will lose a lot by that. 

Senator MansrreLp. We will lose what? 

Mr. Carrery. We lose prestige. We lose—our own influence would 
go down. 

OTHER MIDDLE EAST PROBLEMS 


Senator Mansrietp. Do you think, Mr. Ambassador, that this reso- 
lution will solve the Arab-Israeli difficulty ? 
Mr. Carrery. No; I don’t. 
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Senator Mansrietp. Do you think this resolution will solve the Suez 
Canal difficulty ? 

Mr. Carrrey. No, Senator. 

Senator Mansrtetp. Do you think this resolution will solve the 
refugee problem ? 

Mr. Carrrey. No, Senator. 

Senator Mansrtetp. Do you think this resolution will solve the 
traffic of Soviet arms in that area ? 

Mr. Carrrey. It might have some influence on that. 

Senator Mansrretp. Would you think that it might be better, in- 
stead of encompassing the whole Middle East on a unilateral basis, 
if this country would declare its willingness to actively join and par- 
ticipate in the Baghdad Pact? 

Mr. Carrery. No; I dont. 

Senator MansFretp. Would that not give us some allies over there 
in this particular situation, and a base of operations in the north 
through which we could work south, east, and west, in order to bring 
about a possible solution to some of these difficulties ? 

Mr. Carrery. I still think, Senator, that isn’t good enough. 

Senator Mansrretp. Mr. Ambassador, were you the one who was 
the principal representative of this Government in bringing ‘about a 
settlement of the Suez question to the extent that the British would 
retire ? 

Mr. Carrery. I had something to do with that as a friendly go- 
between in the settlement of that question, but of course at no time did 
we put it that way, certainly, that our objective was to have the British 
~etire. We were—Washington was extremely interested, beginning 
with President Truman, then President Eisenhower—extremely in- 
terested in seeing a settlement of those questions. There were two, 
the Suez and the Sudan. They had plagued the Middle East for 70 
years, and we were extremely anxious to find a solution. 

[ Deleted. | 

Senator Mansrrevp. Well, that is all right. The only thing I 
wanted to point out was that we know the administration was desirous 
of bringing about better relations with Egypt, and to that end I would 
assume that you, as our chief representative there, had to carry the 
burden of negotiations in the getting of the British out of the Suez 
Canal Zone. 

Mr. Carrery. No, Senator. 

Senator Mansrretp. You did not? 

Mr. Carrery. The objective was not to get the British out of the 
Suez Canal Zone. _[ Deleted. ] 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Mansrrerp. That is all, Mr. Ambassador. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Have you concluded ? 

Senator MansrieLp. Yes. 

Senator Caprnart. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question? 

Chairman Green. Senator Capehart. 

Senator CareHart. The question was asked you a moment ago if 
you felt that we had the resources to maintain, to carry out, our obliga- 
tions with these forty-odd nations. 
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I would like to ask you this question : If you think that it is possible 
for us to even begin to carry out the obligations we have under these 
treaties if we lose the oil or lose the Middle East countries ? 

Mr. Carrery. No; we could not. 

Senator Capenart. I mean, you couldn’t even begin to do it; is 
that right? 

Mr. Carrery. No; that is right. 

Senator Carprnart. You must have this oil in order to even think 
in terms of living up to the agreement we have with these forty-odd 
nations; is that not true? 

Mr. Carrery. Yes; that is true. 

Senator Carenart. So the point, I think, is that we cannot afford 
to lose the oil unless we want to abrogate the agreements. 

That is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Stennis, have you any questions you would 
like to ask? 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I just came in. I won’t ask any 
questions. I am sorry I did not get to hear you earlier, Mr. Am- 
bassador, but did you touch upon the resolution’s effect upon the age- 
old differences between the Israeli and the Arab nations? Do you 
think there is hope to get something worked out with Israel and 
Egypt, we will say, or Israel and the rest of the Arab nations? Do 
you think that this program is a part of some future development 
along that. line? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, only in this way, Senator, that I believe that 
if this program is carried out, it will give the Arab world a sense of 
responsibility, a sense of confidence, and they will be more inclined 
to negotiate with Israel, for instance, than they are now. 

It is a long-run operation, though. It is not the day after tomor- 
row. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

In your opinion, is there any other nation which can give that 
assurance over there to the Middle East that we could give? 

Mr. Carrery. No. 

Senator Srennis. The United States? 

Mr. Carrery. None other, Senator. 

Senator Srennis. Without our active stand and firm resolve on 
this problem, that is still a big question mark left over there, is it 
not ? 

Mr. Carrery. Oh, yes. 

Senator Stennis. Well, I will forgo any further questions, Mr. 
Chariman. Thank you. That is all. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Ambassador, we are very grateful to you 
for undertaking a long voyage from Rome to come here, and your 
advice or your information has been very helpful. 

Mr. Carrery. Thank you, Senator. 

Chairman Green. I think your trip has been rather worth while. 
Thank you for coming. 

Mr. fae. Thank you. 

(Procedural discussion deleted.) 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES G. McDONALD, FIRST UNITED STATES 
AMBASSADOR TO ISRAEL 


Chairman Green. Our second witness this afternoon is the Hon- 
orable James Grover McDonald, who was the the first United States 
Ambassador to Israel. Prior to that time, Mr. McDonald served 
as High Commissioner for Refugees coming from Germany, and 
was a member of the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry in 
Palestine. 

Each member of the committee has before him a short biographical 
statement about Ambassador McDonald, and an indication of the 
principal events relating to the Middle Kast which occurred dur- 
ing the period of his services there. 

Jt seems to me that might be helpful in understanding his testi- 
mony. 

Have you any formal statement to make? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, I have a brief statement of 4 pages, and I 
think your associates have copies of it. 

Chairman Green. Will you state also your present employment? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, sir. I retired from the diplomatic service 
in 1951. I was never a career man, but was named by President Tru- 
man first, as you said, on the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, 
and subsequently as the first representative to Israel; and later, with 
de jure recognition, the first Ambassador. 

Since I have come home, I have been a counselor on middle eastern 
affairs, but with no connections with any government. 

May I first say, Mr. Chairman—— 

Senator Stennis. May I understand that. No connection with any 
government ? 

_ Mr. McDonatp. What I mean to say, I severed my connection with 
the United States Government when I resigned, and I have had no 
relation with the Israel Government. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you. 

Mr. McDonatp. Except a personal one, my friendship with people 
there. 

But, Mr. Chairman, may I read just a portion of this statement to 
start? 

Chairman Green. You may read it all, if you like. 

Mr. McDonatp. May I first make a complaint against the commit- 
tee? 

Chairman Green. Certainly. 

Mr. McDonatp. That so few of you have visited us in Israel. It is 
a unique [deleted] so I earnestly hope that you will make good your 
past failures. I know that Ambassador Lawson will welcome you as 
cordially as we would have welcomed you, 

The task the committee has assigned to itself seems to me most 
‘timely and opportune, because it may yet. not be too late to strengthen 
decisively the forces of democracy in the strategic Middle East against 
the eroding influences of Russian communism. 


CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT OF DOCTRINE DESERVED—-ADDITIONAL STEPS URGED 


The new Eisenhower doctrine, despite its limitations, deserves, I 
think, congressional support. 
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The doctrine, however, is not enough. The grave situation calls 
urgently for— 

1. The restoration of unity with our allies, even if this involves 
a confession by the Secretary of State that he is not wholly blame- 
less for the tragic breach, 

2. Ending the policy of appeasement of the Arab extremists 
who, by bold threats, seek to disguise their inherent disunity, 
weaknesses, and need for the West. 

3. Reiterated emphasis that only through Arab peace with 
Israel can there be peace and security for any state in the Middle 
Fast. 

4. Recognition that Israel-Arab understanding is an essential 
preliminary to effective measures for the defense of the West’s 
vital interests, including oil, in that area against Russian dis- 
guised or overt aggression. 

5. Refusal to play the Russian game by joining in such meas- 
ures as the Afro-Asian bloc’s proposal for unilateral sanctions 
against Israel. 

COMMUNIST THREAT 


I would like to emphasize that the danger, to my mind, from com- 
munism is not now military aggression, but rather, the intensification 
of Soviet Russia’s increasingly successful subversive penetration of 
Arab groups, particularly the intellectuals. Nonetheless, congres- 
sional authorization to the President to use American Armed Forces 
will be a useful warning to Moscow and an indication to the world of 
American unity. 


ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES 


The President’s request for larger funds for use in the Middle 
East deserves support in principle. But the value of such funds to 
the recipient countries and the advantage accruing to the United States 
and its democratic allies will depend upon the degree to which the 
nearly model utilization of United States funds by Israel in past 
years can be emulated in the nearby Arab States. 

Later, if the committee wishes me to amplify that, I would be glad 
to explain why it seems to me that American money has not been 
wasted, and singularly well used, in Israel. 

Irrespective of congressional action on the Eisenhower doctrine, 
restoration of unity with our allies is vital. A helpful step would be 
penitent acknowledgment in Washington that our Government has a 
measure of moral responsibility for the feeling of desperation that 
motivated the French and British attack on the Suez and the Israel 
invasion of the Sinai. 

The United Nations has been able to do no more than to maintain 
a series of uneasy truces between Israel and its Arab neighbors. Hence 
repeated assertions by our Government of its support and dependence 
on the U. N. can be no substitute for a clear and firm American policy 
in the Middle East. 

Realism requires also that we recognize that the underlying cause 
of conflict in the Middle East is today, and has been for 8 years, the 
increasingly intransigent refusal of the Arab States to admit that 
Israel is here to stay. 
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So long as the Arab States, led by Egypt and Syria, stridently pro- 
claim their refusal to recognize Israel and their determination to 
destroy it, Ben-Gurion and his colleagues are not unreasonable in 
demanding, before the withdrawal of their troops from Gaza and 
from the Tiran Strait, firm guaranties against renewed Egyptian 
commando raids and blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba. 

Why, then, the current talk of sanctions against Israel? How can 
we seriously consider such sanctions within a few days after Soviet 
Russia’s contemptuous flouting of the United Nations resolution 
condemning its brutal aggression against Hungary ? 

Is tiny, endangered Israel to be punished for demanding guaranties 
of its safety, while Pandit Nehru—ceasing for the moment his lectures 
on sweetness and light—flouts a unanimous U, N. decision and absorbs 
the occupied portion of Kashmir into India ? 

Are we, once again, under Arab pressure, to commit the tragic 
blunder of breaking with our allies and thus again join with Russia 
in playing its game? 


LESSONS FROM THE PAST 


Your committee’s study of American present policies necessarily 
involves a consideration of our policies during recent years. More- 
over, if your inquiries are to be of the largest value, I venture to sug- 
gest they must, I respectfully submit, draw lessons, not only from 
our mistakes but also from those of our allies—Great Britain and 
France. 

Perhaps the most important lessons will be drawn from the failures 


of attempts to appease inflamed Arab nationalism and from Com- 
munist Russia’s increasingly disquieting successes in the Middle East. 

Any objective survey of the democratic West’s recent relations with 
Egypt leaves no doubt that appeasement has failed. 

Britain’s continued policy of appeasement, in reference to the Suez, 
was modified when it joined with the United States and most of the 
other members of the U. N. to pass in September 1951 a resolution 
denying the validity of Egypt’s claim to the belligerent right to deny 
— through the canal to Israel shipping and to so-called contra- 

and goods bound for Israel on ships of other countries. 

But when Egypt ignored the United Nations action, neither Britain 
nor the United States or the United Nations made any serious effort 
to secure Egypt’s compliance. How much stronger would have been 
the moral position of the Western Powers in 1956 when the Egyptian 
dictator Nasser seized the canal, had they earlier insisted that Egypt 
respect Israel’s right to the use of that waterway. 

Geeaien firmness by the United Nations in the western democra- 
cies in insisting on Israel’s right to use the Suez would also have con- 
stituted an excellent precedent on the issue of the Straits of Tiran. 

Despite Israel’s repeated protests against Egypt’s closure of this 
entrance to the Gulf of Aqaba, no effective United Nations or west- 
ern support for Israel on this same issue was forthcoming. 

Typical of the United Nation’s hesitation is the Secretary General’s 
highly technical and intricate, if not confusing, reference to the 
Aqaba issue in his general report to the Assembly of January 25. I 
have read that report about 10 times, and each time I come up with 
a different possibility as to what the Secretary General meant. So I 
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conclude that the Secretary General’s involved phraseology is a dia- 
lectician’s form of appeasement. 

As might have been expected, the continued appeasement of Egypt 
since 1946 led naturally to the tragic developments of recent months, 
The abrupt decision by the United States, and by Great Britain, to 
withdraw their proposals for financial aid in the construction of the 
high Aswan Dam—so unlike their previous policies of appeasement— 
was taken by Nasser as the excuse—it could not have been the reason— 
for seizing the Suez Canal. 

It was then that the Western Powers—France, Britain, and the 
United States—made their gravest mistake. They permitted Nasser 
to divide them. 

RUSSIA, THE GAINER 


From this. unhappy western disunity, Russia alone was and is the 
real gainer. 
ile the Western Powers were growing further apart, Moscow, 
with typical adroitness and persistence, was stepping up its aggres- 
sion through subversive penetration. I respectfully recommend to 
the members of the committee, and if I might, also, to the Secretary of 
State, a reading of the concluding chapters of a recent book entitled 
“Communism and Nationalism in the Middle East,” by Walter Z. 
Laqueur. If Laqueur’s estimate of the successes of Russian subver- 
sive activities is substantially accurate, as I believe it to be, Com- 
munist Russia has no need now for military aggression in the Middle 
East. It can wait, confident that its subversive tactics—if uncoun- 
tered by the west—will achieve the replacement of western influence 
by that of the Kremlin throughout the Middle East. 


EISENHOWER DOCTRINE, A PARTIAL PROGRAM 


The Eisenhower doctrine of additional economic aid can, at best, 
be only a partial countermove to the Russian Communist activities. 

In other respects, too, the Eisenhower doctrine is only a partial pro- 
gram. It does not deal at all directly with the Ast Tovvel ephene 
the immediate and underlying cause of the persistent crisis in the 
Middle East. In his defense of the administration’s program, the 
Secretary of State explains that the Arab-Israel issues are already 
being handled by the United Nations. 

Implicit in the Secretary’s words is the suggestion that the United 
Nations of and by itself, is capable of advancing the cause of peace 
between Israel and its Arab neighbors. 

The record does not support that optimism. On the contrary, despite 
all the United Nations efforts and its substantial expenditures, peace 
is as far away, perhaps farther, in the Middle East than at any time 
since the armistice was signed, since the armistices between Israel] and 
its Arab neighbors were signed in early 1949. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Russell, have you any questions? 

Senator Russeiy. I have 2 or 3, Mr. Chairman. 


BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 


Senator Smirn of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Russell 
begins, could I say a personal word ? 
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I have known the witness for many years, he is a personal friend 
of mine. He and I were in the Foreign Policy Association of which 
he was president for many years, and I have the highest honor in 
welcoming him here before the committee. I do not necessarily always 
agree with him, but I am glad that he is here on this particular subject, 

Chairman Green. Senator Russell, will you proceed ? 

Senator Russeti. Mr. McDonald, I hope you do not think these are 
impertinent, but I always feel a little better when I listen to a man if 
I know a little about his background, and unfortunately, I have 
not had the advantage of Senator Smith in knowing you. 

Where were you born? 

Mr. McDona.p. I was born in Ohio, brought up in Indiana; the 
trouble with my speech is that I had too many years at Harvard and 
in the East. 

Senator Russet... I am glad Senator Saltonstall is not here. 

Mr. McDona.p. I taught at Indiana, and was in the Graduate School 
at Harvard; was abroad a year as a traveling fellow; then went to 
New York and became head of the Foreign Policy Association in 1919, 
where I continued until 1933. Then I was named the League of 
Nations High Commissioner for German Refugees. Then I had the 
honor of trying to warn the world against Hitler in 1933; but hardly 
anybody paid attention to me. 

Subsequent to that, I was an editorial writer on the New York Times. 
I may say parenthetically it is much easier to solve an intricate prob- 
lem with an editorial than it is when you are responsible for action. 

Senator Russet. You will not have that challenged in this com- 
mittee, I am sure. 

Mr. McDona.p. President Roosevelt named me the Chairman of 
his Advisory Council on Political Refugees. Mr. Truman named me 
on the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, and he then sent me 
to Israel in 1948. 

Senator Russe... I noticed for several years you have been chairman 
of the advisory council of the Israel Bond Organization. 

Mr. McDonaxp. That is right. 

Senator Russeix. Is that a labor of love, or is that just—are you 
getting compensated ? 

Mr. McDonaup. No; I am a counselor, and I have functioned since 
1951, as part of my duties, as chairman of the Israel Bond Organi- 
zation. 

Senator Russeizi. Do you receive any compensation in that capacity ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I do. 

Senator Russett. You were last in Israel as Ambassador in 1951, 
I believe. 

Mr. McDonaxp. Yes, sir, and I have returned each year since then. 

Senator Russeiy. Have you read the resolution which is pending 
before the committee ? . 

Mr. McDonap. I am not sure which resolution you refer to, 
Senator. 

Senator Russe. I am referring to the original Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 19, the President’s program. 

Mr. McDonatp. May I see it, please? 

Senator Russeii. Mr. Darden, will you hand a copy to the witness? 

Mr. McDonaup. Yes; I have read it. 
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ARMS AID 


Senator Russet... If you have read it, you are, of course, familiar 
with the fact that it authorizes the expenditure of $200 million be- 
tween now and the Ist of July in the efforts being made to maintain 
stability in this area on an arms aid program and on an economic 
program. 

Do you think that it would serve the cause of peace for us te embark 
on an arms aid program in that area, the Middle Eastern countries? 

Mr. McDona.p. Are you speaking now about arms aid? 

Senator Russet. Yes, sir; sending tanks and guns and airplanes 
and cannon and ammunition. 

Mr. McDona.p. I would like to see one condition precedent insisted 
upon, and that is the willingness of the prospective recipient countries 
to sit down around a table with Israel and talk peace. Unless there is 
some such increasing willingness to discuss peace, then any military 
aid which we supply will be suspect by the countries to which we do 
not supply it. 

Senator Russeti. Well, if we could not get the Arab nations or their 
representatives to come in to peace discussions, would you favor any 
arms program in that area? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I would not object to arms aid if the emphasis were 
on what is called defensive weapons rather than those which could be 
most easily used for offensive purposes. 

Senator Russeitt. Maybe I can get you to define it. What is a de- 
fensive weapon ? 

Mr. McDonatp. No, sir, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Russeii. I have been trying to find out ever since I have 
been in the Congress what a defensive weapon is. I have heard that 
expression used, and I never have had it satisfactorily defined. 

fr. McDonatp. I have heard it used by the most distinguished au- 
thority, by the Pentagon, and I supposed they knew what they were 
talking about. 

Senator Russi. Well, it has been my experience that each one of 
them has a different idea about what is a defensive weapon. 

Senator Futpricut. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Russet. If he is in the Air Force, he thinks a jet fighter 
is a defensive weapon, and a B-52 bomber is an offensive weapon. 
But if he is in the ordnance, he thinks a tank is a defensive weapon. 
So I have always been puzzled. 

Mr. McDonarp. Maybe [ can give you a definition, Mr. Senator. 

Senator RussE.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McDonatp. Defensive weapons are my weapons; offensive 
weapons are yours. 

Senator Russetxi. I think that is my definition of it, but you said 
that you would favor giving defensive weapons to the Arab States. 

Mr. McDonatp. Well, I would let the Pentagon interpret it. 

Senator Russetit. They would not be yours if they gave them to the 
Arab States, would they ? 

Mr. McDonap. No, but we would have the right to determine, 
presumably, among the requests they make, what we would supply. 
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ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES 


Senator Russet. You state very clearly that it is your belief that, 
regardless of the form or shape or fashion or magnitude or length of 
this program, it will not accomplish all that is expected of it unless 
we do create a lasting understanding between Israel and the Arab 
States; is that correct ? 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes. 

Senator, I have watched the developments in the Middle East 
intensely since as early as 1933. But the important point is that only 
at one stage was any progress made toward peace in that area. That 
was under the direction of Ralph Bunche in the first months of 1949. 
He bludgeoned Israel and the Arab States, not literally, but by keepmg 
them up until they were groggy, to sign armistices with Egypt, Jor- 
dan, Syria, and Lebanon. 

These armistices were intended to be preliminaries to peace. But 
since then, no progress has been made. To the contrary, the Arabs 
have stiffened and have more and more openly declared their deter- 
mination not only not to recognize Israel, but to destroy it. 

And it seems to me that solutions of none of the issues, refugees, 
boundaries, Jerusalem, can be advanced even slightly until this funda- 
mental mind set of the Arabs toward Israel is changed. 

Senator Russexu. I do not wish to take away from Dr. Bunche to the 
least degree the great credit to which he is entitled for working out the 
armistices. Of course, that is better than what we had. But I had 
been led to believe, from the newspapers, that that had been a rather 
uneasy truce; that Israel had raided the Arab States, and the Arabs 
had raided Israel, and with commando squads, and not only were 
soldiers being killed, but civilians were being killed on both sides. 

Mr. McDonatp, That is true. 


ISRAEL’S ATTACK ON EGYPT 


Senator Russetu. In your opinion, was Israel justified in its attack 
on Egypt last fall ? 

Mr. McDonanxp. In the Sinai? 

Senator Russeiyi. Yes; well, they went all the way nearly to the 
canal. 

Mr. McDonatp. Well, that was nearly all the Sinai. I understand 
the Israel psychology as I think I understand the British and the 
French psychology about the Suez. 

Ben-Gurion is not only a very interesting but he is a tough hombre. 

Senator Russeiu. [ understand the United Nations is about to come 
to that conclusion. 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes. I think they went into the Sinai for two 
purposes: One, to clear the Gaza Strip of bases for the commandos; 
the other was to open the Tiran Strait. 

They feel that they were justified because all other measures: had 
failed. Egypt has insisted on belligerent rights over the Strait of 
Tiran, Secretary Hammarskjold’s report is far from clear except that 
Egyptian control had closed the strait, against Israel’s ships bound to 
Israel]’s southern port of Elath. 

I think that Israel’s invasion of Sinai was a mistake. I think that 
they should have continued to wait. They hold Gaza and the heights 
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overlooking Tiran, but are under very severe pressure to release them. 
But they contend that they would be glad to withdraw if there were to 
be effective guaranty against the use of Gaza for commando raids, and 
against Egypt’s closing again the Tiran Strait. 


ACCUMULATION OF ARMS 


Senator Russett. Do you have any opinion as to the correctness of 
the stories or reports, rather, that we have received, that there were 
large accumulations of arms in this area beyond what could have 
possibly been used by the Egyptian troops that were there, apparently 
im anticipation of volunteers ¢ 

Mr. McDonaw. I know only what I have been told by some return- 
ing Israelis, and particularly by a college professor friend of mine at 
Columbia, who had been down through that area after the fighting. 
He says he thinks the first reports about the extent of Russian equip- 
ment were exaggerated. 

Particularly, he doubts that story about a million blankets. You 
may wonder why a blanket is needed in a hot desert, anyhow, but at 
night the desert is cold. 

On the other hand, I think it is undoubted that there were large ac- 
cumulations of materiel in the Sinai for use either by Egypt—I think 
by Egypt. I don’t personally, I am no military person, know anything 
about logistics, I couldn’t even define it properly, but I am almost con- 
fident the Russians were not silly enough to want to begin military 
operations on their own in that area. It has many more disadvantages 
than other places that they might operate. 

So I would say that I think there were large supplies, sufficient, if the 
Egyptians knew how to use them, to endanger Israel, but not sufficient 
to indicate that the Russians themselves were planning the Sinai as 
any kind of a base. 

Senator Russert. When you say the Russians themselves had no 
notion of using arms in that area, do you include the alleged 
volunteers ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I would include the alleged volunteers on any scale 
sufficient to constitute a military danger. Some of our military 
attachés used to tell me, that the Egyptians and the other Arabs have 
an infinite capacity for spoiling intricate machines, and the Israelis 
used to say jokingly that they hoped the Egyptians would take a long 
time practicing with their jets, because by the time trouble arose, 
there would be very few Egyptian jets fit to take to the air. 


EXCHANGE OF PRISONERS 


Senator Russety. Apparently if they had been taught to use these 
weapons, they did not have much will to do it, from the reports we get 
from down there. It is rather amazing, I think to me it is the most 
amazing thing I know, and certainly in modern military history, the 
exchange of some 5,000 prisoners for—— 

Mr. McDonatp. Six thousand, I think it was. 

Senator Russeits (continuing). Exchanging some 6,000, T think it 
was, for 4 : 

Mr. McDonatp. Four, one of whom was not captured in combat. 

Senator Russeiy. The Egyptians captured 4 of the Israelis, and the 
Israeli forces had several thousand Egyptians. 
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Senator Winey. Six thousand returned. 
Senator Russetu. I have never heard anything like that before. 


NASSER, THE SOLDIER 

















Mr. McDonap. On the other hand, Senator, one, to be honest, 
should recognize that Nasser, when he was a relatively young officer 
in the 1948 war, fought courageously. He commanded the respect of 
the Israelis. And on the whole, the Egyptian Army did well. 

It was made up partially of Sudanese. They were the best fighters, 
but were 1,500 or 2,000 miles away from home, and must often have 
wondered what they were doing fighting Israelis in Palestine. 

But now, of course, Sudanese troops would not be available to 
Egypt. 

Senator Russecy. Well, I have on occasion discussed the military 
problems of that area w ith officers of the Israeli Army, and uniformly 
the ones I talked to had complete contempt for the fighting powers 
of the Egyptian soldiers, and did not doubt in the slightest degree 
that they could march right into Cairo in a matter, some said, of 
days, and other said not more than weeks, any time it was nec essary 
for them to do so. 

I did not run into that impression, that Nasser was a great soldier 
himself. 

Mr. McDonatp. I did not say a great soldier. He was a competent 
and honest soldier, betrayed by a corrupt Farouk government which 
sent him, according to the reports, munitions which did not fit the 
ammunition. In general, the regime at home under Farouk was in- 
credibly corrupt. 

Senator Russety. I don’t suppose you know Colonel Nasser your- 
self? 

Mr. McDona.p. No. 

Senator Russeti. Have you read his book ? 

Mr. McDonatp. No. But you have just had asa witness the man 
whom I regard as one of the most able, if not the most able, man in 
our Foreign Service who knew his Egy pt intimately. 

Senator Russett. We had two. I did not know whether you were 
referring to him. 

Mr. McDonavp. I was referring to Mr. Caffrey, not to Mr. By- 
roade. 
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Senator Russetx. Had the relations between the British and the 
Arabs in that nation started to deteriorate at the time you were 
Ambassador there ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Oh, yes, and earlier. May I just briefiy reici! 1 
or 2 incidents in that story. 

You will recall in 1946 the British agreed to negotiate withdrawal 
from the Suez. At that time Churchill, who was in the opposition, 
made one of his most vitriolic attacks because Bevin, the Foreign 
Minister of the Labor Government, who had announced before the 
negotiations began that Britain was going to withdraw. Churchill 
said that seemed to him a strange way to negotiate ; Bevin replied that 
he was making this gesture of fr iendship which he hoped would reecho 
throughout the Arab world. 


















836 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 











Well, it reechoed in vituperative attacks upon Britain. But the 
British weren’t dinctiitagert In 1948, there was a very interesting 
situation. The war had broken out again in southern Israel, and the 
Israeli troops were about to cut off the Egyptian Army at El Arish 
Rafa and near Gaza. They needed, they said, another 36 or 48 hours 
to complete the encirclement. 

This was December 31, 1948. The middle of the afternoon, I re- 
ceived a top secret urgent telegram from the Department of State 
ordering me to deliver immediately to Ben-Gurion an ultimatum from 
the British Government that unless the Israel troops at once with- 
drew from Sinai, Britain would enter the war against Israel. 

Ben-Gurion had gone up to Tiberius for a cure; they said he couldn’t 
come back. I replied that, if he couldn’t come back, I would go to 
him because we had to have an answer that day. The Israelis replied 
“You can’t go, because you skirt the Arab lines and there might be a 
‘friendly’ mine in the road.” 

I said, “Anyhow, we go.” We arrived there at midnight, had the 
usual tea and cookies, Ben-Gurion at first exploded at this ultimatum, 
but finally he said, “Well, we can take on the six Arab countries, but 
we really can’t take on the British Empire, too. There will not be an 
Israel hoof on Egyptian soil in 48 hours,” and the Israeli troops were 
withdrawn. 

I have. often wondered what Anthony Eden thought about that 
British act of saving Egypt in December of 1948 when he felt himself 
forced to launch his ill-advised and unfortunate attack on the Suez 8 
years later. 

Senator Russetzt. Well, all of that brings up the question, what 
caused the relations to deteriorate? Certainly that kind of friendship 
did not cause the Arabs to feel any antagonism toward the British, 
did it? 

Mr. McDonatp. The Arabs weren’t grateful to Britain withdraw- 
ing from the Suez. Their attitude was that it should have been done 
before. Actually, they resented the British intervention December 
1948, because it was made on the basis of the 1936 treaty between 
Britain and Egypt, which gave Britain the right to come to the aid 
of Egypt. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Russett. You think they would rather have been destroyed 
than to have accepted British aid ? 

Mr. McDonatxp. No, they would accept the aid and then damn the 
giver. 

Senator Russet. Well, it goes to show that although colonialism 
is not a good thing, that the way of a colonialist is very difficult, and 
that. all colonial activities have not been bad. 

I assume that the fact the British had been in Egypt had improved 
conditions there. Certainly we would not have this great country we 
have here today if it had not been for colonialism. 

Perhaps there comes a time when you have to get rid of it, but it 
serves its purposes in the affairs of mankind. 

What caused it to get so bad all the way around in Jordan and 
other areas, where they hate the British now, and only second to the 
Jews? 

Mr. McDonap. The Jordan King doesn’t really hate the British. 
Poor Hussein is a victim of the Palestinians that he took in when 
Jordan was extended over that part of Palestine which didn’t become 
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Israel. Here you have another illustration of so-called Arab grati- 
tude. Glubb Pasha, the British commander of the Arab Legion, one 
of the ablest military men in that part of the world, who devoted his 
life to building up the Arab Legion, the strongest Arab army in that 
area. Yeta few years ago he was cour teously ‘dismissed by the King; 
his wife and family had to leave within hours because the extreme 
Arab nationalists, particularly those who had come in from Palestine 
or who were incorporated from Palestine, demanded it. 


COMMUNIST INFILTRATION IN THE ARAB STATES 


Senator Russeti. Do you have any information as to the extent of 
Communist infiltration in the Arab countries? Do you know any- 
thing about that? 

Mr. McDonatp. No, sir; I know only what I read and hear. But I 
would—I know how little time the members of the committee have 
to read, in view of all the hearings they must attend and the work on 
the floor, but I suggest it might “be useful for the committee to have 
someone of their trusted technicians or experts go through carefully 
this book which I have referred to, and give to the committee an 
analytical summary of what has been happening, not merely in the 
last ‘few years, but in the last 15 or 20 years, through Communist 
subversive activity in the various Arab States. 

Senator Humpurey. Would the Senator yield? Would he be 
willing to ask the witness as to the author of this book, as to the 
credibility of the author ? 

Senator Russet. Do you know anything about the author? 

Mr. McDonatp. I only know he has a good reputation. I don’t 
know him personally, and I should suggest that if the committee des- 
ignated someone to make a study of this book, they would also proceed 
to examine the credibility of the author. 

But it is highly spoken of. It is rather technical, and has not in any 
sense been, so far as I can make out, it is not a form of propaganda, 

Senator Russet. Someone sent me that book some time ago, but I 
scanned through it and found it a little difficult to read. 

Mr. McDonatp. It is tough going. 

Senator Russert. And I did not have the time, as you suggest, to 
really go through it. 

Mr. McDon. ALD. But the last chapters are those which deal with 
communism in Egypt and in Syria. These, to my mind, are the two 
key countries. 

I thought it rather amusing, the day before yesterday, or within 
days, when the Syrian representative in the U, N. felt called upon to 
make a 5-hour speech denouncing the French in Algeria. It is just 
the kind of a speech which the Kremlin would have been delighted 
to have had him make. 

Senator Russett. Of course, the Communists are fair and impar- 
tial—that is the only thing they are fair and impartial about—in their 
willingness to infiltrate into any country, regardless of the kind of 
government it has. 
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COMMUNISM IN ISRAEL 


To what extent has there been Communist infiltration in Israel? 

Mr. McDonaip. When we went to live in Israel, one of the ques- 
tions I asked myself constantly was “How much communism is there 
in Israel? Is it growing or not?” 

I reported as I saw the situation, and during my years there, my 
military advisers and I sometimes did not agree. They saw com- 
munism growing. I thought it was diminishing. 

The events since my retirement have shown that on that issue, at 
least, I was correct. In the last few years, Israel has become the 
whipping boy of the Kremlin, and has been denounced as the enter- 
ing wedge for western imperialism, for Wall Street, and all these 
heinous things associated with the United States. 

You have in Israel many parties. There are a dozen or more. Fol- 
lowing the election in this country which continued President Tru- 
man in office, the Israel Prime Minister said to me one day, “Mr. Mc- 
Donald, I wish you would ask Mr. Truman for a favor.” 

I was a little cagey, so I said, “What is it?” 

He said, “Ask him how he establishes and maintains the two-party 
system.” 

And I ventured to say to the Prime Minister, on my own, that as a 
means of establishing the two-party system they would have to change 
the character of their people and make them more interested in base- 
ball than in political Bedioey. 

The Communist Party in Israel has had at the most 5 or 6 seats out 
of 120 in the Knesset, which is the parliament. There has also been a 
left-wing party which one might have called “fellow travelers,” which 
had from 12to13 seats. The rest of the parties were all to the right of 
that, the largest party being the Mapai, or the Labor Party, with an 
ideology roughly comparable to that of the British Labor Party. 

In recent years, the Communist Party has weakened, the left-wing 
Labor Party has divided, one of the leaders joined the Communists 
and others adopted a more moderate position. 

The first indication that Russia was changing its attitude toward 
Israel communism was 4 or 5 years ago when they arrested, either in 
Prague or in Vienna or Budapest, a distinguished representative of 
left-wing labor and kept him incommunicado for a period of years. 

This was very hard for the left-wing Israelis to take. It has been 
even harder for them to take the denunciations by Russia recently of 
Israel as a pawn of the United States. 

I think, therefore, one can say with assurance that communism was 
never more than a fractional influence in Israel, and has diminished 
in the past years. 

Senator Russerx. It is rather difficult to follow the party line. 
Communists have had that difficulty in other countries. 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes. 


REFUGEE PROBLEM. 


Senator Russetu. There is one other question, Mr. McDonald. 

An important part in all of this feeling between the Arab States 
and Israel, and certainly the most evident physical manifestation of 
it are the some one million refugees that have been driven from Israel 
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by the Israeli forces, and are now living in Jordan and the other Arab 
States. 

Could you give us any suggestions as to how we could heal that fes- 
tering sore there? 

Do you think that Israel has any responsibility to assist? 

Mr. McDonatp. May I in a sentence say first that I have been work- 
ing directly and indirectly in behalf of refugees since I was named 
League of Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in 1933, at which 
time I had the dubious honor of meeting Mr. Hitler and appraising 
his threat to the world with some accuracy. 

The first thing to remember about refugees is that almost always 
they are the result of war. 

In Korea millions, Pakistan, how many millions, Hindus, how many 
millions, Russian other millions after the Russian revolution. 

Refugees are a natural tragedy of war, and there is nothing unique 
about the Arab refugees being other than that. 

The second point is I knew many of the Israel leaders before there 
was an Israel—Dr. Weizman, Ben-Gurion, Sharett and others. 

Before Israel was set up and before the war with the Arab States, I 
never found one Israeli leader who even hinted at any expectation 
that the Arabs would leave Palestine. 

All of the Jewish talk and plans were on the assumption—I do not 
say there was not some secret plans I did not know about, but every- 
thing I heard was on the assumption—that the Arabs would stay in 
Palestine, and that the Jews would gradually, by accentuated immi- 
gration, become the majority; but never that the Arabs were to be 
driven out. 

Then came the war, the 14th or 15th of May when Israel was set up, 
and the six Arab countries converged on Israel. Of course that is 
sort of a hyperbole, because the Syrians had almost no army of any 
size, the Lebanese had nothing but a police force, Jordan had the 
Arab legion, but King Abdullah, a very shrewd gentleman, did not 
dare risk it fully. Thus is was really only the Egyptians who were 
engaged fully. When the fighting began, I think it is literally true 
that most Arab leaders ran away. 

The leaders leaving, nothing was more natural than that the masses 
of Arabs should follow. Moreover, it is said, and I believe it is true, 
that the Arab leaders warned their people to leave, demanded that 
they not remain and be subject to the Jews, and were given the promise 
that if they left, within a couple of weeks the Jews would be destroyed 
and the Arabs would come back not only to their own homes but to 
those of the Jews. There was one exceptional atrocity on the Jewish 
side (there were atrocities also on the Arab side), but it was deplored 
by the Jewish leaders. That was at Dier Yassin. This village is just 
west of Jerusalem. 

A group of terrorists, not regular Israel troops, surrounded the 
village, demanding that the women and children be evacuated. They 
stayed, and the whole population of some two or three hundred were 
massacred. This was an exception and was denounced by the Israeli 
leaders. Nonetheless, I think that this massacre helped to frighten 
some of the Arabs who had not already fled the country. 

By the time the first. truces were signed in the middle of 1948, a 
substantial number of Arabs, maybe five or six hundred thousand at 
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that time, had left the country. About 150,000 or 175,000 remained. 
The figures of refugees now are much larger. 

The refugee population has increased by natural means. The chief 
occupation in the camps is begetting children. Surprisingly, though 
the standard of refugee living is low—they are kept on a dole, as you 
know, by the U. N. organization and mostly with United States 
money—and the’health of babies is better than those of many peasants 
in Arab countries. 

Then too there have been increases of the lists, by Arabs, not strictly 
war refugees, but anxious to secure the refugee allowances of food 
and supplies. U.N. erm have done the best they can to avoid the 
padding of their lists, but with only partial success. 

There has been also an : additional increment through what you might 
call economic refugees. For instance, when Palestine was divided, 
many persons, for one reason or another, were out of work, and many 
of these found it more advantageous to become refugees. 

I don’t wish to minimize the problem—it is a tragic problem— 
whether the present number of bona fide refugees is 600,000 or 900,000. 

The Israeli Government has not done everything that it might have 
done. I used to repeatedly try to fix Ben-Gurion’s mind, or that of 
Dr. Weizman or Foreign Minister Sharett, on the problem, but they 
were usually thinking more about the 6 million Jews who had been 
murdered in the war. Moreover, they argued that they were not 
responsible for the plight of Arab refugees. This responsibility, they 
always contended, rests upon the war begun by the Arabs. The 
Israelis did, however, agree to take back a certain limited number of 


refugees to united families. They also have made arrangements with 
the so-called Palestine Commission for the release of a certain propor- 
tion of refugee-blocked pounds. 

But I think it is fair to say that Israel has not done everything it 
might have done. 

On the other hand, I am sure there can be no settlement of the 
refugee problem except as part of an overall peace ae When 


the Arabs say Israel must first settle the refugee problem before they 
will talk peace, this is equivalent to saying that the Israelis must yield 
on all the major issues before there can be peace negotiations. 

Actually, I do not think the Arab leaders in their hearts worry 
much about the plight of the refugees. After all, in Egypt an ap- 
palling percent of the fellaheen die in their twenties or early thirties 
of endemic diseases. The infant mortality also is appalling. 

The refugees constitute the best argument that the Arabs have in 
their debate before public opinion w ith Israel. 

Senator Russety. That may be. It is a very potent argument to 
anybody that sees them. 

Mr. McDonatp. It is. 

Senator Russetx. If a person sees them and cannot feel compassion 
for them, he is not human 

Mr. McDonaxp. That is right. 

Senator Russertx. There is something badly wrong with him. It 
is hard to understand how people could be anxious to get into those 
refugee camps and care not what privations may be. . I ‘think we pay 
$1.65 a month per capita to support them there. They certainly are 
not living under very desirable conditions. 
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Have you any suggestions as to how either this country or the 
United Nations might go about the final solution of this refugee 
problem, if the Isr aelis are not willing to do anything about it? 

Mr. McDona.p. Senator, when I was still 

Senator Russeii., You have had so much experience in dealing with 
refugees for 30 years. 

Mr. McDonaxp. When I was still in Israel, I wrote a long report 
on what I thought could be done. I think it was the only time that 
the Department ever went out of its way to thank me. I don’t think 
it is their business to thank their people, but whoever read it thought 
it was a constructive proposal. Recently I made another proposal 
for an international corporation to supervise the settlement of refu- 
gees, the corporation to have been controlled by Arabs, and, of course, 
financed primarily by the United States. 

That is rather habitual with us. 

Senator Russet... There is no answer to any problem in the world 
except American dollars ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. But I hoped that the Arab leaders might be in- 
trigued into such a semibusiness means of effecting settlement, but 
nobody responded. 

I think, Senator, that, aside from mere palliative measures, nothing 
real can be done until and as a part of a general peace settlement. 

Senator Russe... That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(Procedural discussion deleted.) 


SUBVERSIVE EFFORTS IN ARAB STATES 


Chairman Green. Very well, we will proceed now. The next Sen- 
ator is Mr. Wiley. 

Senator Wuxy. Mr. Ambassador, in your statement you stated that. 
the Eisenhower doctrine deserves congressional support, and among 
other things, you said: 

Soviet Russia’s increasingly successful subversive penetration of Arab groups, 
particularly the intellectuals— 

You stated that as a fact. From your own personal experience, 
how successful has that been ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I cannot add, Senator, to what I have said. I 
think it has been disturbingly successful, not merely with the intel- 
lectuals, I mean not merely those whom we ordinarily classify as such, 
but : also the student bodies in these countries, 

There you have situations where student riots can be turned on or 
turned off at the will of certain leaders, yet the Arab authorities will 
always deny Communist instigation. 

But neutral observers reach a different conclusion. 

Senator Witry. I notice also that among other things you said that 
™ congressional authorization to the President would be a useful 
warning to Moscow and an indication to the world of American unity. 

You think then congressional action has that effect ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I do; yes. 


FLEXIBILITY IN USE OF FUNDS 


Senator Witry. Something was said by Senator Russell to the effect 
of $200 million. 
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I think you are fully aware of the fact that this Congress last year 
appropriated $750 million for this area, and that this $200 million that 
the President is asking is not an additional appropriation. 

It simply gives him additional time in which to utilize the funds. 
My question is this, and I think it is apparent: Since that appropria- 
tion, tremendously significant events have happened in the Near Kast, 
have they not, and don’t you think those events in themselves present 
a basis for the President wanting this additional time so that he 
could take more time to apply the funds either in a military way or 
in another way to meet the situation as it exists? 


AID PROGRAM IN ISRAEL 


Mr. McDona.p. I would personally give the President the discre- 
tion that he asks, On the other hand, I think it ought to be empha- 
sized that foreign aid does not automatically achieve its dual purpose. 
On the other hand, I have stressed the example of Israel’s excellent 
utilization of such funds. 

Senator Wizxy. I was coming to that, because you said if you had 
the time, you would be glad to give us an amplification of how the 
funds were utilized. If they were utilized that way by the Arabs, I 
assume you would draw the conclusion that here is a basis of getting 
them together. 

Mr. McDonatp. The United States has been very fortunate in the 
two American administrators that they have to supervise our foreign- 
aid program in Israel. First Bruce McDaniel and then today Dr. 
Hale. But to have an effective American aid program, the recipient 
state must first of all know precisely what it wants and how it is 
going to use it. Each actual utilization should be based upon an engi- 
neer’s blueprint approved by the American representative. It is es- 
sential not only that the general area in which the money is to be 
spent is wisely chosen, but that the actual expenditure of each amount 
is wisely decided upon by experienced engineers under American 
supervision. 

early all of the grants-in-aid to Israel have come since I was 
stationed there, but during my period there I watched the Israelis 
preparing their plans with the same care and thoroughness that the 
general staff prepared its plans for Sinai. They have, of course, put 
up counterpart funds in Israel pounds. 

It is very easy, if you are a liberal, to vote the funds, but it is ex- 
tremely difficult to see that those funds really accomplish in the recipi- 
ent country what is intended, because it involves technical planning, 
complete honesty, and excellent American administration. 


OPINION OF UNITED NATIONS EFFORTS 


Senator Wiurexy. You made another statement on which I would 
like clarification from your viewpoint. You said that repeated as- 
sertions by our Government of its support and dependence on the 
United Nations can be no substitute for a clear and firm American 
policy in the Middle East. 

Do you want to amplify that? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I mean by that that when the Secretary of State 
in defending the so-called Eisenhower doctrine and its noninclusion 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 843 


of Israel in the Arab States, he said those matters are being handled 
by the United Nations. 

The impression that one would get who reads as he runs was that 
the United Nations was doing, everything considered, a good job in 
this area. 

I don’t think this is true. The United Nations is cursed today by 
blocism, if I may coin such a phrase, the Afro-Asian bloc, this bloc 
and that bloc, so that votes are taken in the United Nations or are 
not taken, without much regard to realities. 

I think there is, moreover, a danger in putting too much on the 
Secretary General. This can tend to be a substitute for an American 
policy. It can tend to use the United Nations as a kind of a shield 
behind which perhaps we may maneuver but we do not formulate and 
carry through policy. 

Senator, you are not old enough to remember, but maybe you do—— 

Senator Wirry. Thank you. 

Mr. McDonatp. The disintegration of the League of Nations. 

I watched that process closely. Year after year I attended the 
Assembly meetings of the League and for more than 2 years I was a 
League official. The League disintegrated primarily because the great 
powers, particularly, Britain, France, and the United States, did not 
agree on its use. In the second place, the powers did not put their 
full weight behind the League. 

I have so high an opinion of the intelligence of the men who run 
our Department of State that I would not like to see them abdicate 
in favor of Mr. Hammarskjold. 

The Secretary General came back from Egypt, having on every 


essential point yielded to Nasser’s views, even on the point about 
Aqaba. 

I respectfully recommend that the members of the committee read 
again that Hammarskjold report. It is learned, and those of you who 
are lawyers will admire the craftsmanship of it. But it cannot be, I 
think, safely a substitute for an American policy. 


WHAT IS THE SOLUTION TO THE MIDDLE EAST CRISIS? 


Senator Wirry. Apparently from your statement and from what 
you just said, you feel that at present there is no way open whereby 
we can knock the heads of Israel and the Arabs together and get any 
results ¢ 

Mr. McDonatp. I would like to knock the heads of Israel and the 
Arab States together; but it seems to me it is self-defeating to knock 
the head of Israel alone. It is this which is implied in the current talk 
about sanctions, which I hope is only talk. 

Senator Witry. Your statement is provocative of one’s thinking. 
You say: 

Perhaps the most important lessons will be drawn from the failures of attempts 
to a peace-inflamed Arab nationalism and from Communist Russia’s increasingly 
disquieting successes in the Middle Kast— 
and that we have to draw important lessons from there. 

I repeat: 


Perhaps the most important lessons will be drawn from the failures of attempts 
to a peace-inflamed Arab nationalism. 
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Do you want to amplify that? 

Mr. McDonatp. The story of British relations with Egypt from 
before 1946 until 1956 is the story of appeasement, until finally in a 
moment of desperation, they attacked the Suez. 

Senator Wier. All right. Now the patient is there. It is sick. 
What remedy do we apply now? Where do we go from here? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I think that we must make up our minds that the 
Arabs need us quite as much as we need them, that King Saud needs 
a purchyser of his oil without political strings as much as the West. 
Europe and we, need the oil. 

Actually the Arab States are capitalizing their inherent weakness 
with astonishing success. You would think that Syria was a great 
power or that Egypt were a strong state and not today a ramshackle 
system which is endangered by the gravest economic unsettlement. 

I think the Arabs understand firmness, and I think I should like to 
see it applied not merely to Israel but to the Arabs. 

Senator Winey. How are we going to handle Nasser ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Nasser is a tough guy and I think a reckless person 
in the sense that he is prepared to take long chances. He would be 
a wonderful poker player. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Witry. You made one very, shall I say, pessimistic remark. 
You said that— 


if Laqueur’s estimate of the successes of Russian subversive activities is sub- 
stantially accurate— 


as you say you believe it to be— 

Communist Russia has no need now for military aggression. It can wait, con- 
fident that its subversive tactics—if uncountered by the West—will achieve the 
replacement of western influence by that of the Kremlin. 

You have left open “if uncountered by the West.” 

Now tell us what you mean. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I mean that our Government must find a means of 
achieving at least a comparable impress upon the groups within the 
Arab countries. 

Senator Wiexy. And the first step, you think, is the Eisenhower 
resolution ? 

Mr. McDona.p. I think that is a step which should be taken. It 
does not meet that particular issue except in part, as the financial aid 


might. 

Teenter Wiuey. It is the first step I am talking about. 

Mr. McDonaup. Yes. Maybe our Government is operating in ways 
which I do not know about to influence these different groups in the 
Arab countries, but we do not see any manifestation of it. 

Senator Winey. Of course, you said it would be only a partial 
countermove to the Russian Communists. 

What more would you suggest ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I should hesitate to try to draw a blueprint. 

Senator Wirey. Oh, no; not a blueprint. 

Mr. McDonatp. I have at no point pretended to be an expert on 
the Arab countries. I have only looked at them briefly inside but 
nearly always from the outside. Of course, the Russians have many 
advantages over us in this sort of business. They do not have to tell 
anybody what they are doing, or they can say one thing and do an- 
other; they can play both ends against the middle, and are experts in 
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fishing in troubled waters; they can capitalize on the exploitation of 
the Arab masses, on their ignorance, their illiteracy, their disease. 

But at the moment, ac cording to Laqueur and others, the Russians 
are not now appealing to the depressed classes in the Arab States. 
ot are appealing rather to the intellectuals, to the students, to the 

ocal portions of Arab society. 

ry ou have, as you know, in the Arab States a thin brilliant elite at 
the top, almost no middle class, and below the great mass of the 
depressed folk. The only voices we hear are the often brilliant 
voices of the Arab spokesmen in their capitals, in the United Nations 
or in-Washington. 

I think Dr. Malik, for example, is one of the most brilliant of all 
the spokesmen in the United Nations. In that respect, he is in the 
same class with Aba Ebban on the Israel side. But there the analogy 
ends for Ebban represents a democratic country, democratic socially, 
democratic economically, a country in which all the workers are 
covered in with complete health insurance through their trade unions, 
and in which the aristocracy is the truckdrivers and the busdrivers. 

There you have a democratic regime, democratic politically and 
socially. 

So when an Israeli spokesman speaks, he is really responsive to his 
people. | Deleted. | 

But when the Arab leaders speak, in the name of Arab nationalism, 
they really are more representative of the thin intellectual crust and 
the students who are so subject to nationalist propaganda. 

I think, Senator, if you inquired from some of our other govern- 
mental agencies here, you would learn more about what we are doing 
to counter the Russians, 


WHY SHOULD CONGRESS PASS SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 19? 


Senator Witry. I know that we are, sir. 

Now one last question. 

Based on your vast experience, will you tell me why, for the record, 
it is in the interests of the United States for us to pass this resolution 
and take these other steps? For example, how does the situation 
now differ from the days of the League of Nations? 

Mr. McDonavrp. I think, Senator, on balance the resolution should 
be passed. The military side we have discussed. The economic side 
needs very careful implementation, but I would say on balance Con- 
gress would be wise to pass the resolution. 

Senator Witey. Did you mean it is in our national interests, to 
save our own economic life and our political life? 

Mr. McDonatp. In other words, I think any foreign policy which 
is not based on a national interest broadly and wisely conceived is a 
false policy and will defeat itself. 

I have been an advocate of the United Nations all my life, but 
there is no sense in formulating a policy which cannot be justified 
from the point of view of a broadly understood American interest. 

Senator Witey. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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BEN-GURION 


Chairman Green. Mr. Fulbright? 

Senator Futsrient. Mr. McDonald, I wonder if you would tell 
us briefly a bit about Mr. Ben-Gurion, what sort of a man is he? 
You say he is a tough man? 

Mr. McDonatp. Ben-Gurion is the nearest thing to Churchill that 
I know. He was brought up with Zionist ideology as a child, 

Senator Futsrieut. Where was he brought up? 

Mr. McDona.p. In western Russia, and as a child he traveled about 
propagandizing other Jewish communities in favor of Zionism. He 
went to Israel as a boy of 18 or 19, worked in the orchards, organized 
the Jewish workers against the Jewish owners who were employing 
Arab labor then and sweating also their Jewish labor. From the 
beginning Ben-Gurion insisted that on Jewish projects there could 
be only Jewish labor, that is the Jews must do everything including 
defend themselves. 

He has been in Israel—he is 70 or 71 now—since he was 19. He 
early became one of the leaders of the labor movement and has been 
throughout his life an active member of Histadruth, which is the 
confederation of labor. 

Parenthetically, it is interesting to note that the Histadruth in 
Israel corresponds to what in this country would be the CIO, AFL, 
United States Steel, and General Motors and other heavy industry 
corporations all put together. 

In other words, in Israel Histadruth is the largest employer of 
the trade unions. It is sometimes more important for Ben-Gurion 
to control the Histadruth than it is to control the Kneset. 

Israel is a labor government, and Ben-Gurion is both a labor leader 
and a political leader. 

He is amazing in his recreation. American history is one favorite. 
I used to find him often very tired, but he always came to life when 
I told him about Lincoln or Franklin D. Roosevelt. He was curiously 
interested in Harry Truman. 

His second avocation is the study of Greek philosophy in Greek. 
(A brilliant linguist. He never forg: ive me for not learning Hebrew.) 

His third great outside interest is oriental religions. 

He had a habit which was very flattering. When I conferred with 
him, as I did on occasions when I needed to go beyond the foreign 
secretary, B. G. would always get out a little book, and as I spoke, 
he would take notes in Hebrew. It was flattering to have him seem 
to be so attentive. [ Deleted. ] 

Ben-Gurion is a big man, a fundamentally honest man, who is fully 
representative of his pioneer democracy in a feudal semimedieval 


Middle East. 
DOES ISRAEL HAVE A POLICY OF EXPANSION? 


Senator Futsricur. What is their policy today on expansion ? 

Do you think their intention is to expand ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I have, as I told you, talked to them many times 
off the record. There were periods when Dr. Weizman, who in his 
last years was not well, would speak to me with complete frankness. 

They have always said to me that what they wanted to do was to 
intensify the development of the area which they now have. 
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They have taken in a little less than a million Jewish refugees, and 
have integrated them in the land. They think that they can become 
a second Switzerland, a second Belgium, a second Holland, and that 
to meet the necessities of their people they do not require additional 
territory. 


ISRAEL’S ECONOMIC CONDITION 


Senator Futsrieut. Isn’t it true that their present deficit in their 
balance of payments is about $200 million a year? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fursricntr. With the resources of this country, do you 
think it can ever support the population it now has? 

Mr. McDonatp. I do, over a period. Senator, if you could see the 
extraordinary enlargement of their economic development over these 
years, I think you, too, might be more optimistic. 

Senator Futsrieutr. You understand I am not questioning. I am 
trying to make a record here. 

I have no view about that. I only am aware of the deficit and the 
appeal for money. 

Mr. McDonatp. That is right. 

Senator Fursricnt. Do you think there is any foreseeable end to 
the need for United States aid? 

Mr. MacDona.p. I think the United States aid should and will fol- 
low the pattern of the last grant-in-aid, which I understand was about 
50 percent in the form of loan, and to that pattern I think the Israelis 
would not object. 

The reason I think they would not is that they have welcomed the 


sale of Israel bonds to private individuals in this country which bear 
the clear obligation of repayment of interest and principal. 


COMPARISON OF BRITISH AND FRENCH POLICIES 


Senator Fuisrignt. You a moment ago said that the British ap- 
peased for 10 years and had lost very dramatically ; is that right? 

Mr. McDona.p. That is right. 

Senator Funsricut. It is my impression the French have not ap- 

veased, and are they any better off in Algeria or in Africa? 

Mr. McDonaup. No; they are not better off, but it is a wholly differ- 
ent situation. 

In the case of the British they were withdrawing, yielding to Egypt. 
The French have been trying to effect some sort of a peaceful transi- 
tion in French North Africa without making what they regard as 
ruinous concessions. 

Now Nasser enters into the north African picture simply as sort 
of a super-propagandist of Arab nationalism, so, Senator, I think the 
two cases are not analogous. 

It is true that in each case, in the case of Britain they have been met 
with increased Arab hostility as has also France. 

Senator Fursrient. It would seem that either course results in 
much the same ? 

Mr. McDonaxrp. The Arabs are very difficult, sir. 
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BRITISH WITHDRAWAL FROM EGYPT 


Senator Fursricnut. Is it your impression the United States played 
any part in inducing Great Britain to withdraw ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. The i impression that I got from the press in 1946 
and at other times has been that our Government was inclined to share 
Mr. Bevan’s view that withdrawal and other gestures of friendship 
would re-echo favorably through the Arab world. 

Senator Futsrienr. Do you happen to know personally of any pres- 
sure or inducement that we exerted on the British for them to 
withdraw ? 

Mr. McDona.p. I do not. 


ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


Senator Fursricur. In Syria and Egypt—take Egypt first, do you 
think that the ruling class in Egypt, Mr. Nasser and others, have any 
sincere interest in the welfare at the fellaheen ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I think they do but it is a frightfully difficult 
problem. It is difficult for us, you who live in the garden spot of the 
world and the Senator here from whose State i just came back 

yester di Ly 

Senator Wirey. In paradise. 

Mr. McDonatp. The inherent economic problem in Egypt is so 
vast, so nearly insoluble, that a politician or a statesman can almost be 
excused for sweeping it under the table and launching out in attacks 
on the French and on the British and on ourselves. 

Senator Fursrieur. What I really wanted to see if I understood 
Ww as your remarks a moment ago about the refugees. 

Is it fair to say that the status, the misery of their own people, the 
fellaheen in that case, or the peasants in any other country is not much 
worse or as bad as the ‘refugees themselves, is that right ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I am told by people who know the Far East well 
that in no country is the standard of living of the agricultural workers 
so low as in Egypt. 

An Egyptian officer, a politician, statesman or professor, has been 
brought up with that situation. He has never known anything else, 
and { do not suppose it strikes him as particularly cruel that such a 
high proportion of babies should die in the first 6 months or that such 
a shocking proportion of children should have trachoma or blindness 
from filth. 

Senator Futsricnt. What I am trying to get at is this: I have not 
seen these refugees, but I gather, from expressions I have heard re- 
cently here, that if we saw those refugees, we would be terribly 
disturbed. 

For the first time your testimony has indicated you do not have to 
see the refugees. If you see anybody in these areas, it is just as bad. 

There is not much’ difference if any between the refugees in the 
camps and the peasants in their villages in Egypt or in Syria. 

Did I understand you correctly ? 

Mr. McDonavp. I think that is true, yes. 

Senator Furrtcut. So that from their point of view, they are 
not concerned about the refugees, because they are no worse off than 
their own people. 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 849 


Is that true? 


Mr. McDonap. Anyhow, these refugees are not Egyptians, you 
see. 


Senator Fursrient. They are Arabs but not Egyptians? 


SETTLEMENT OF REFUGEE PROBLEM 


Mr. McDonatp. They are Arabs and not Egyptians. The proof 
that the politicians are not really concerned to relieve the refugees is 
that in the period during which the Israelis have taken in eight hun- 
dred or nine hundred thousand Jewish refugees from all over the 
world, at an enormous expenditure of priv ate funds and American 
funds, the Arab leaders stubbornly refuse to establish any more than 

a tiny fraction. 

Senator Fu.sricur. Take, for example, Saudi Arabia. Have they, 
with all their resources, done anything toward establishing these 
people ? 

Mr. McDonatp. In Saudi Arabia, probably it would be very diffi- 
cult because Saudi Arabia is a vast desert. 

Senator Fursricnur. She has lots of money, though, has she not? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, but Syria has in the north vast arable lands 
which, with irrigation, could, I am told by the experts, easily settle 
a million or more. 

Iraq, which, by the way, is beginning to use some of its funds con- 
structively in dams and waterways, has at times said it could sustain 
many more millions if the Tigres and the Euphrates Rivers were con- 
trolled, and utilized. 

| Deleted. | 

Senator Futsrient. Could you very briefly give us your opinion 
as to why the rulers of Syria and Egy pt—take Syria, that is the 
clearest case—refuse to do anything about resettling these refugees? 

Mr. McDonatp. In the first place, they don’t accept Israel as a 
permanent factor at all in the international picture. 

In the second place, to reestablish or to settle refugees in Syria 
would, in effect, they say, be a confession that the armistice lines are 
permanent. 

Third, if they settled the refugees, then they would no longer be 
useful as a propaganda weapon. 

{ Deleted. 

Senator Fursrieut. I have observed a number of my colleagues 
who have actually been to their camps and seen them. 

Mr. McDona.p. That is right. 

Senator Futsricnt. Your statements a moment ago impressed me, 
and yet I suppose it never occurs to my colleagues to go down into 
the hinterlands of Egypt and personally look at how the fellaheen 
live, does it ? 

Mr. McDonavp. Perhaps not. On the other hand, there are specially 
conducted tours to the refugee camps. 

Senator Furprient. It is a disagreeable thing to do, anyway. 
Either one is disagreeable. 

Mr. McDonaxp. Certainly. 

Senator Futsrient. But I think a number of them have actually 
seen the refugee camps, and that makes a great impression. I was 
trying to understand, not having been to either place. 

87080—57—pt. 2-—16 
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Mr. McDonatp. A lot of your Fulbright scholarship students 
are going around the world. 


QUESTION OF RESTORATION OF UNITY WITH ALLIES 


Senator Fu.sricnt. I was interested in the fact that your first 
point is the restoration of unity with our allies, even if this involves 
a confession by the Secretary of State that he is not wholly blameless 
for the tragic breach. 

What did you have in mind? 

Mr. McDonatp. I used the word in there somewhere, “penitent 
confession.” 

Senator Futsrient. That is a different place. I will ask you about 
that later. I wondered what the difference was, or did you have the 
same thing in mind? 

Mr. McDonatp. It is, in substance, the same thing. The Secretary 
of State is a Christian gentleman who has spent much of his adult 
life in Christian work. 

[ Deleted. ] 

My conviction—nonetheless—is that the desperate gamble which 
the French and British took, and which Israel took, would not have 
been taken if we had done everything that we could have done to 
dissuade them. 

But I am confident that Britain and France were convinced that 
they could not do business with the Secretary of State in any such 
way as would influence Nasser to keep the canal open with guaranteed 
freedom of passage. 

| Deleted. } 


NEITHER EDEN NOR PINEAU IS A FIREBRAND 


Senator Fursricut. As you have quite correctly said, I think, 
neither of these men is a gambler; that is, their history doesn’t in- 
dicate that they are gamblers or reckless people. 

Mr. McDonatp. No. 

Senator Fursrient. This thought has been mentioned in the press 
very gingerly, and very little. I am very interested in it, because 
there was considerable negotiation between the time when Nasser 
took the Suez and the outbreak. 

Mr. McDonat. Yes. 


SUEZ CANAL USERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Senator Futsrient. The Secretary, I think, promoted two slightly 
different approaches of the users’ organization; is that right? 

Mr. McDonavp. That’s right. 

Senator Futsrieutr. Does what you are saying here have reference 
to his actions ? 

Mr. McDona.p. It has reference to his actions, and his inactions. 

Senator Futpricnt. Could you make it a little clearer? I think 
this is a very important point. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I am not an expert on that, but you had a proposal 
about the users’ association 

Senator Fursrient. That’s right. 
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Mr. McDonarp (continuing). Which I think we put forward in 
the first instance. 

Senator Futsricur. That is correct. 

Mr. McDonaw. And then, I think, for various reasons, we backed 
away from it. 

Senator Futsrieut. Could you give us what the reasons were / 

Mr. McDonaxp. I think it must have been the Arab opposition. 

Senator Futsricut. What do you think about it’ 

Mr. McDona.p. I think it was no type of statesmanship. Then, 
you will remember, there was a second proposal, or maybe it was the 
third proposal, made by the Secretary, when it was suggested that the 
oil could be routed around South Africa, and somebody, I think the 
Secretary, said it was estimated it would cost $400 million to pay for 
the extra freight and to pay the extra dollar cost of oil, from the 
United States or elsewhere in the West. 

[ Deleted. | 


BRITAIN AND FRANCE AS UNITED STATES ALLIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST 


My conclusion is that the French and British just couldn’t take it 
any longer. They are not to be excused, but surely, in a world 

Senator Carenart. Take what any longer? 

Mr. McDona.p. Take any longer the backing and filling of the Sec- 
retary of State. After all, this is a grave w orld. Britain and France, 
weak as they have become, are vital tous. I can’t therefore rid myself 
of the feeling that the Secretary of State has a measure of moral 
responsibility for the failure of Britain, France, and the United States 
to continue to hammer at this business until they get some sort of an 
agreed solution. 

Senator Futsricor. Mr. McDonald, I think that is an extremely 
important point you have made. There are some who feel that the 
Secretary may have decided that we would be better off without 
Britain and France. 

Mr. McDonaxp. If he decided that, he did not keep it in mind very 
long. His second thought was certainly much better. I doubt if he 
ever decided that. 

Senator Fursricut. His actions during this period are not incon- 
sistent with that, though; are they ? 

Mr. McDonap. Mr. Dulles also is not a man that I think of as being 
a firebrand, but I am sure that both he and the President were very 
bitterly disappointed and angered by the French and British action. 

Senator Fu.prigut. We did react very strongly, and, as I recall it, 
even in the middle of the night, to induce the United Nations to con- 
demn their action: didn’t we? 

Mr. McDonatp. I can’t answer that. I only know that we finally 
got. into bed with the Russians. ] 

Senator Futsricutr. That is what I mean. 

Mr. McDonatp (continuing). Which was a very disquieting state 
of affairs. 

Senator Futsricutr. That was a rather strange result for us, wasn’t 
it ¢ 

Mr. McDonarp. It was, from the Russian point of view, a most 
welcome one. 
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Senator Futsrient. Mr. Dulles objects to your putting it that way. 
He says the Russians got in bed with us, instead of our getting in bed 
withthem. Do you accept that correction ¢ 

Mr. McDonatp. I don’t think it makes any difference, but I think it 
is quite clear that the only gainer from this cohabitation in bed was 
Russia. 

Senator Fursricut. Incidentally, speaking of the Secretary, he 
testified before our committee that a tank in Saudi Arabia is a defen- 
sive weapon; it is not offensive. I thought you might be interested in 
that. We were wondering, was it an offensive or defensive weapon. 

Mr. McDona.p. Personally, I don’t think weapons given Saud will 
be of any grave danger to Israel. It isa long, long way away. 

Senator Humpnurey. Will you yield, Senator ? 

Senator Furprrenr. I yield for a question. 

Senator Humpurey. Would they be any good to anybody ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Probably not. 


TIME ELEMENT FOR USE OF $200 MILLION 


Senator Futsrienr. Do you think, Mr. McDonald, that $200 million 
carried in this resolution to be given to the President, without any 
restrictions, can be efficiently spent before July ? 

Mr. McDona.. July of this year ? 

Senator Futsriegur. Yes; 4 months, really. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I don’t think you could begin to get the blueprints 
and your detailed plans worked out. Of course, if Mr. Richards and 
his committee had gotten away earlier, they might have been pre- 
pared, but he isn’t going, I understand, is he, until after the Congress 
votes ¢ 

Senator Futsrient. The Secretary told the committee that he would 
not send him until we had concluded action on the resolution, which 
now would appear to be at the end of this month, at the earliest. 

Mr. McDonatp. I would still vote it, but I would try to arrange it 
so that it isn’t spent just to be spending. 

Senator Futsrieut. I wonder about that. Do you think that appro- 
priating a lot of money to be spent helter-skelter necessarily does good 4 

I havea theory that if we are improvident and foolish in the expend- 
iture of money, it does active harm. 

Mr. McDonatp. I didn’t say that it should be spent improvidently. 
I said that the provision should be made for the kind of technical 
examination and technical preparation which has made aid to Israel 
so productive. 

Senator Fursricur. But there is no restriction here, and the Secre- 
tary in his testimony indicated that they don’t know anything now of 
what they expect to do with it. That is why they are sending Mr. 
Richards. 

You have been there. Do you really think that it is practical for us 
to undertake to spend that much money between now and July ? 

Senator Humpurey. Not now. 

Senator Futsrienr. Of course, Mr. Richards would not leave unt!! 
the end of this month. But do you really feel that it is a reasonable 
proposition 
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Mr. McDonarp. I think it would be difficult. I felt that in 
Israel before aid began, because the Israelis were at first a little slow 
in making their plans, and so no aid was given. But it takes time. 

Senator Futsricut. We have now a program, you know, in this area 
amounting to about $750 million. What this resolution does is to 
take $200 million of that and relieve it of present restrictions so that 
anything that is desired can be done with it. 

I wonder—you are recommending this to us—just what do you think 
is the good of that? Isn’t it an open invitation to improvidence? 
If it isn’t an open invitation, it is just a handout. 

Mr. McDona.p. I don’t think it need be. 

Senator Fursricur. You are familiar enough with human nature 
to know that if it has to be spent by July, that is really what will 
happen. You don’t really seriously ‘think they can engage in plans 
and a constructive program in that period ? 

Mr. McDonatp. No, I don’t. 

Senator Fursricur. I can’t quite understand you. What do you 
feel? Why do you recommend that we pass it in this form ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Because I would like to give that gesture of faith 
in the administration. 

Senator Futsricutr. But does it need to take the form of an un- 
restricted $200 million ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I can’t speak for the administration, Senator. 

Senator Futsricur. Do you have complete and unlimited faith in 
the ability of the administration to dispense this money in an eflicient 
manner / 

Mr. McDonaxp. I think that, increasingly, the foreign aid in the 
areas that Iam acquainted with has been well done. 


IIOUSE REPORT ON IRANIAN AID PROGRAM 


Senator Fursricnut. Have you read a recent report on the Iranian 
aid program published by House Committee on Government Oper- 
ations under the chairmanship of Mr. Porter Hardy ? 

Mr. McDonarp. I have not studied it, but I know it, and I know the 
weaknesses there. That is inherent in improvisation. 

You send out people who are accustomed to a different standard of 
ae from people they serve. They take over houses, they have 

“ars, they race about the country before the fundamental preparatory 
work has been done. But I would not like to have those mistakes 
used as an argument against the President’s program. 

Senator Fursricur. I would like to know why not, because that is 
an actual experience that has taken place and the report has been 
made. 

Senator Wirry. How many vears ago was that, Senator? 

Senator Fursricnr. The report was issued about 2 weeks ago, 
2 or 3 weeks ago. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Did that refer to Warren’s activities? 

Senator Wirry. In 1951. 

Senator Fursricnur. I don’t remember. I don’t know the exact 
year, but I think it was within the last 3 or 4 years. 

Senator Carrnarr. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Furrriecnt. I vield for a question. 
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Senator Carrnart. It is not intended that this money will be spent 
between now and this date, is it? It is simply that it will be author- 
ized to be spent and arranged for certain projects. It never entered 
my mind that the money would be actually spent. 

Senator Fursrient. I think this is an important matter. 

Senator Carrnmart. I think it is, too. That is why I bring up the 
question. 

Senator Futsrieut. What I want to say is that I think the Senator 
from Indiana’s theory is inconsistent with the way it is presented. 
We will have before this committee in a very short time the usual 
authorization for the coming year’s appropriations, the authoriza- 
tion bill for foreign aid, and in that they usually present to us plans 
that they anticipate the money will be used for. 

Those plans are not in the form of contracts, so that they can’t 
be used for any other purposes, but in justification for their requests, 
they say, “We intend to do so-and-so,” but this is an emergency. He 
says this is an urgent matter, and this is intended to be spent between 
now and July, in order to make an impact in this area, because dis- 
aster threatens immediately. 

That is the way it is presented. It was not presented as some- 
thing to merely make a contract for a long-term program, that it 
may not be spent until next year or the following year. If I under- 
stood it at all, it is that it is to be spent now because of the critical 
need immediately in the area. 


TURKEY INCLUDED IN AREA COVERED BY RESOLUTION 


Mr. McDonatp. Did he say anything about Turkey? 

Senator Futsricut. The whole area is included in the authoriza- 
tion. But when pressed to give an example of what he intended to 
do with it, he was unable to give any example. 

Senator Witey. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Fu.sricut. I want to ask this one question. 

He is urging that this committee accept this resolution. 

I think if you can’t rely on my interpretation of the testimony, 
I would ask you, then, to assume that that is true, because I think 
that is an accurate description, but assume that that is what his 
program is. Do you think that is a practicable program ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I asked you about Turkey because Turkey is con- 
ceivably included in the area. 

Senator Fursrient. Turkey is in the area; yes, indeed. 

Mr. McDonatp. Turkey is really something that you can count on. 

Senator Witry. How about Pakistan? 

Mr. McDonatp. Pakistan, to a lesser degree, but it is not in the 
same category at all with Iran and Iraq. Everybody knows that the 
economy of Turkey has been in a grave situation in the last year or 
two, through forces which they were not wholly responsible for. I 
suppose substantial funds could be used in Turkey advantageously. 

Senator Furericnt. As I understand it, you think to pick up 
the deficit in Turkey’s balance—her main trouble is a deficit in her 
foreign balances, just as it is in Israel, $200 million a year. In Turkey 
it is verv serious because she is overexpanded. Then you feel that 
the only practical way is to hand the government of the various 
countries large sums of money ¢ 
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Mr. McDonatp. Senator, I didn’t say that. 

Senator Futericur. I want to know what you do mean, if that is 
all I can read into your suggestion about Turkey. 

Mr. McDonatp. I say I thought in Turkey, which is almost unique 
in the area, funds could be used to strengthen the Government. 

Senator Futsricut. That could be said of every government in the 
area, except maybe Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. McDonatp. Not necessarily. It doesn’t follow, because in Tur- 
key the funds would be used for creative purposes. Short of iron- 
bound arrangements, you don’t know how they would be used in the 
Arab countries. 

Senator Fursricur. We have big programs, I said, in this whole 
area. Someone mentioned Pakistan. Our aid to Pakistan, just to 
the military, is over $80 million, plus over $100 million in defense 
support. It all adds up to around $230 million obligated to Pakistan 
in 1 year, so that it isn’t that they are without money, nor that there 
are not pI ‘ograms now in process. 

The question of assisting Turkey has been before us and, as you 
know, the International Bank is greatly interested. The reason they 
haven't picked up the whole tab, one of the reasons, is they felt that 
Turkey ought to itself make some reforms in its own administration. 
You think, however, we should come along with this and give them 
the money, with no effort ? 

Mr. McDonatp. No; I didn’t say that, Senator. I only cited Tur- 
key as a real asset to the United States, which might justify emergency 
aid. 


DANGER OF SUBVERSION OR INTERNAL COLLAPSE 


Senator Futsricnt. We could put some money there, as you know. 
I won’t labor the point any except to say that there have been no 
programs submitted to the committee to indicate what they do want. 

Now, on the military, of course, as you have pointed out in your 
own statement, the real danger is not from overt armed attack, is it, 
by Russia ? 

Mr. McDonatp. The present danger is not. 

Senator Fursricur. The danger is subversion or internal collapse 
from the weakness of a country like Jordan, is it not? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes; or Syria, even. 

Senator Fursricutr. So that this pertienier military program 
doesn’t meet any present danger, does it ? 

Senator Witey. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Fursricnt. Just a minute. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I still come back to my point. I say gesture of 
unity and support of the President. 

Senator Fursricur. That is a different thing. That is not an im- 
mediate danger of overt aggression, if I understand you correctly. 

Mr. McDonaxp. No; but 1 think every time you read a lesson to 
the Kremlin, it is useful. 

Senator Futsricut. Tell me why you feel that this particular form 
of this resolution is especially appropriate. 

Mr. McDonaxp. It is the one that is before us. 

Senator Fursrient. That is the only reason. Have you exam- 
ined 





856 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


Mr. McDonaxp. I have not examined it in detail, but I quarrel, in 
my own mind, with the Secretary on so many issues of policy that I 
don’t want to quarrel with him about a draft of a resolution. 

Senator Futsriewr. You mean you differ with him so on the sub- 
stance that you don’t want to bother about the form / 

Mr. McDonaxp. No; on individual examples of American action or 
inaction. 

IS FORM OF RESOLUTION UNPRECEDENTED ? 


Senator Futsrieur. The precise form of this resolution, as a mat- 
ter of fact, is rather unprecedented in our history, is it not 

Mr. McDonatp. I don’t know. 

Senator Futsricut. You don’t know ? 

Mr. McDonatxp. No; I don’t. 

Senator Futsrient. Can you think of any good precedent for it? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I am no authority on forms of legislation. 

Senator Futsricut. Then, if I understood you correctly, you were 
not recommending the form of this resolution. You are merely rec- 
ommending some kind of a statement to show the unity of the Ameri- 
can people ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. Yes; but I don’t know whether it would demon- 
strate unity if we got into a terrific hassle about the language of the 
resolution. After all, its effectiveness depends somewhat upon its 
getting passed within what you might call a reasonable time. You 
will recall the administration was hopeful it would be passed very 
promptly. 

Senator Futsrient. Yes; but don’t you think the Congress has : 
function to play in the examination and approval of these matters ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Certainly. 

Senator Futsrient. You think merely because they send it up and 
ask for its prompt approval, that is sufficient ? 

Mr. McDonatp. No; but I did not feel that I had any moral obliga- 
tion as a citizen to quarrel with the language of the resolution. 

Senator Fu.tsrient. But you take it upon yourself to tell this com- 
mittee that you feel this particular resolution ought to be passed, and 
quickly ? 

Mr. McDonap. What I said was this: I did not say that this reso- 
lution should be passed quickly. I said that I favored the congres- 
sional approval of the President’s new doctrine involving the two 
major points. 

Senator Fu.srient. In a general sense, that is as he expressed it 
in his speech. Is that what you had in mind? 

Mr. McDona.p. I didn’t have in mind particular language. I was 
referring to the concept. 

Senator Futsrieut. I only want to know what you really did have 
in mind, because your statement will undoubtedly be used in debate, 
that here is a man with great experience who says we ought to pass 
this resolution. I can now see that they will be saying that. I don’t 
want you to be misrepresented on the floor. 

Mr. McDona.p. I don’t think I said that, Senator. 

Senator Fu.rerient. I am only trying to make it clear as to what 

ou did say, because this, as you know, will be a matter of debate. 

Mr. McDona.. I think I will just stand on what I said. 

The Cuairman. May I interrupt you to ask the members present 
how late they wish to sit. 
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(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman, I move that we recess until 10 
o’clock Monday, and hear Senator O’Mahoney, and then finish at that 
time with Mr. McDonald. 

Senator Byrp. Second the motion. 

Senator Fursrient. Is that convenient for you? 

Mr. McDonatp. Certainly. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuatrman. The meeting Monday will be at 10 o’clock, as you 
have heard, and it will be in the caucus room, and Senator O’Mahoney 
will probably be through in an hour and a half. 

The Chair will entertain a motion that we have the meeting Monday 
at 10 o’clock, to hear Senator O’Mahoney, and at 2 o’clock to hear 
the present witness. 

Senator Caprnart. I so move, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Have we finished with Senator Fulbright? 

Senator Futsricnt. Not quite. 

The Cuarrman. Is the witness willing to have his written statement 
released to the press? Is there any objection ? 

Senator Carenart. I object, until we have finished on Monday. 

Mr. McDonavp. I assume, Mr. Chairman, that that will be your de- 
cision, to wait until we finish. 

The Cuarrman. Then we will wait until Monday before we act. 
Objection is made. 

(Whereupon, at 5:20 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Monday, February 11, 1957, in the caucus room.) 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 1957 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, AND 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committees met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the caucus 
room, Senate Office Building, Senator Theodore Francis Green (chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations) presiding. 

Present: Senators Green (presiding), Fulbright, Mansfield, Morse, 
Kennedy, Wiley, Smith of New Jersey, Flanders, Hickenlooper , Aiken 
and Capehart, ‘of the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Senators Richard B. Russell (chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services). Stennis, Saltonstall, Smith of Maine, Kefauver, Case of 
South Dakota, and Barrett, of the Committee on Armed Services. 

Also present: Hon, John A. Carroll, United States Senator from 
the State of Colorado, and Hon. William A. Purtell, United States 
Senator from the State of Connecticut. 

Chairman Green. The Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
Committee on Armed Services are meeting jointly this morning in 
public session to receive the individual testimony of Senator 
O’Mahoney and Senator Purtell, who have separately asked for op- 
portunities to present their views to the joint committee prior to the 
markup of Senate Joint Resolution 19. 

After this meeting the committee will adjourn until 2 p. m. this 
afternoon. At that time we will continue our examination of former 
Ambassador McDonald in executive session in room 212. 

It is my hope that our hearings may be completed today so that the 
markup of the pending resolution may begin tomorrow morning. 

Our first witness this morning is Senator ‘O'Mahoney, who I under- 
stand wishes to suggest certain amendments to Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 19. At his request a committee print has been prepared which in- 
dicates his proposed amendments. 

Each member has a copy of that print before him. 

Senator O’Mahoney, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH C. 0’MAHONEY, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Chairman, may I first express my grati- 
tude to the committee for having authorized the publication of a 
committee print showing the proposed amendments to which I would 
like to call your attention this morning. 
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(The committee print referred to, is as follows :) 


[S. J. Res. 19 with amendments proposed by Senator O’Mahoney] 


Joint resolution to authorize the President to undertake economic and military 
cooperation with nations in the general area of the Middle East in order to 
assist in the strengthening and defense of their independence. 

Whereas a primary purpose of the United States in its relations with all other 
nations is to develop and sustain a just and enduring peace for all, in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations ; and 

Whereas the peace of the world and the security of the United States are 
endangered as long as international communism and the nations it controls seek 
by threat of military action, use of economic pressure, internal subversion, or 
other means to attempt to bring under their domination peoples now free and 
independent ; and 

Whereas such danger now exists in the general area of the Middle East: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the President be and hereby is authorized 
to cooperate with and assist any nation or group of nations in the general area 
of the Middle East in the development of economic strength dedicated to the 
maintenance of national independence. 

Sec, 2. The President is authorized to undertake, in the general area of the 
Middle East, military assistance programs with any nation or group of nations 
of that area desiring such assistance. Furthermore, he is authorized to employ 
the Armed Forces of the United States as he deems necessary to secure and 
protect the territorial integrity and political independence of any such nation 
or group of nations requesting such aid against overt armed aggression from any 
nation controlled by international communism: Provided, That such employ- 
ment shall be consonant with the Constitution of the United States, with the 
treaty obligations of the United States and with the Charter of the United 
Nations and actions and recommendations of the United Nations and none of the 
Armed Forces of the United States shall be ordered into any area for the purposes 
of employment as authorized in this section until a report of the reasons for and 
the necessity of such employment has been made (1) to the Congress of the 
United States, or (2) if the President deems necessary in the interest of the 
United States, to the following committees of the Congress in erecutive session: 
Committe on Foreign Relations of the Senate, Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, respectively; and, as specified in article 51 of the 
United Nations Charter, measures pursuant thereto shall be immediately re- 
ported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and 
responsibility of the Security Council to take at any time such action as it deems 
necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security: 
“Provided further, That notwithstanding the language of the President in his 
message of January 5, 1957, that the measures authorized by this resolution ‘would 
also, if armed attack occurs, be subject to the overriding authority of the United 
Nations Security Council in accordance with the charter’, it is hereby declared 
that the Congress recognizes no overriding authority of the United Nations 
Security Council with respect to any constiutional exercise of the power granted 
to the Congress by the Constitution of the United States: Provided further, That 
if a situation arises which calls for the employment of the Armed Forces as 
herein authorized, the President shall maintain hour-by-hour contact with the 
Congress if it is in session, and if the Congress is not in session, he shall at once 
call it into special session for a full report on the proposed action. 

Sec. 3. The President is hereby authorized, when he determines that such 
use is important to the security of the United States, to use for the purposes of 
this joint resolution, without regard to the provisions of any oher law or 
regulation, except the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and the regula- 
tions thereunder, not to exceed $200,000,000 from any appropriations now avyail- 
able for carrying out the provisions of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as 
amended. This authorization is in addition to other existing authorizations 
with respect to the use of such appropriations. 

Sec. 4. The President shall within the month of January of each year report to 
the Congress his action hereunder. 

Sec. 5. This joint resolution shall expire when the [President] Congress by 
concurrent resolution or the President by proclamation shall determine that the 
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peace and security of the nations in the general area of the Middle East are 
reasonably assured by international conditions created by action of the United 
Nations or otherwise. 

These amendments are not in any sense antagonistic or hostile to 
the proposal of the administration as set forth generally speaking in 
the President’s message of January 5. 

They are intended to make the resolution consonant with the Con- 
stitution of the United States, and to preserve the position of Congress 
as one of the three major branches of the Government of the United 
States. 

So I say this should not be regarded as an attack upon the President’s 
proposal. I ask the consent of the committee at this point, however, 
that the mimeographed statement which I dictated Saturday for press 
release may be printed at length in the record as though delivered, 
because that would give me the opportunity to summarize what the 
meaning of these amendments is, and I think that will save some of the 
time of the committee. 

Chairman Green. You do not propose to read it to us? 

Senator O’Manoney. I shall read it if you desire, but I think it is 
easier for the committee to have a witness speak looking the members 
of the committee in the eye. 

Chairman Green. You do as you prefer. 

Senator O’Manonery. Thank you very much. 

This is a history-making session of Congress. If the resolution 
before us is passed as presented by the administration, the constitu- 
tional powers of the President will expand and the constitutional 
powers of Congress will contract. 


In the name of defending free government for the world, we stand 
in grave danger of sacrificing it at home, for this resolution in the 
terms in which it was presented to the Congress for introduction breaks 
down the system of checks and balances which the framers of the 
Constitution believed to be the bulwark of government by the people. 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE AND RESOLUTION COMPARED 


Senate Joint Resolution 19, “to authorize the President to undertake 
economic and military cooperation with the nations in the general 
area of the Middle East in order to assist in the strengthening and 
defense of their independence”, and the President’s special message 
on the Middle East delivered by President Eisenhower on January 5, 
1957, are inseparable. 

In his message, the President outlined the problem, stated the objec- 
tives be sought to attain, and outlined what he believes to be the com- 
pelling reasons why Congress should act in conformity with his plea. 

A reading of the two instruments, however, demonstrates that the 
speech and the joint resolution were written by different hands. They 
are in conflict with one another; nevertheless they must be construed 
together. 

From the published testimony submitted to this joint session to 
date, it is impossible for those of us who are not members of these 
committees and who have not had an opportunity either to hear or to 
read all of the testimony to determine what rationalization may have 
been presented to you to explain away the conflict. 
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But whatever may have been said by any witness, beginning with 
the Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, it is impossible to ra- 
tionalize the inherent conflict between the message and the resolution. 

After having explained in section VI (pp. 5 and 6 of H. Doc. No. 
46) that the action he proposed includes military and economic as- 
sistance “to secure and protect the territorial integrity and political 
independence” of any nation in the whole Mideast area which re- 
quests such aid, the President expresses the profound hope that the 
authority would never have to be used at all, and then says in para- 
graph VIII, page 7: 

If, contrary to my hope and expectation, a situation arose which called for 
the miiltary application of the policy which I ask the Congress to join me in 
proclaiming, I would of course, maintain hour-by-hour contact with the Con- 
gres if it were in session. And if the Congress were not in session, and if the 
situation had grave implications, I would, of course, at once call the Congress 
into special session. 

Observe the request is directed to Congress, however, to provide 
the authority for the employment of the Armed Forces of the United 
States to— 


secure and protect the territorial integrity and political independence of— 
unnamed nations who are identified only by the vague definition of 
being— 

in the general area of the Middle East. 


Observe that the authority is to be exercised only when any one 
or more of these unspecified nations asks for defense or aid. 

Observe, therefore, that the Congress is being asked to give the 
President blanket authority to employ the Armed Forces of the 
United States at the future demand of unidentified nations in a par- 
ticular general area of the world. 

Observe that recognizing the unprecedented character of such 
blanket authority bypassing the Congress, the President in his mes- 
sage gave the most positive assurance of continued “hour-by-hour 
contact with the Congress if it were in session.” The Congress is in 
session. Its committees have sat in executive and public hearings for 
weeks, and it is still without specific information with respect to the 
contemplated plan of action. 

Then observe that Senate Joint Resolution 19 as sent to the Con- 
gress for its consideration contains not a single line to require the 
redemption of the President’s pledge of continued contact with the 
Congress. 

In the amendments which I have presented for the consideration of 
this committee you will find one beginning in line 1 of page 4 designed 
to write the President’s promise into the resolution. He made it on 
the floor of the House of Representatives before a joint session of the 
House and Senate. 

Certainly there should be no objection to making it a part of the 
resolution itself. Unless Congress does make the President’s pledge 
a part of this resolution, it will have surrendered its own power, and 
it would have made another obeisance to executive authority which is 
gradually taking over the legislative power of this Government which 
by the Constitution of the United States was granted solely to the 
Congress. 
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This, however, is not all. In his message at the end of section ITT, 
the President made the plain statement ‘that the United Nations is 
not wholly dependable. These are his words: 

The United Nations can always be helpful, but it cannot be a wholly depend- 
able protector of freedom when the ambitions of the Soviet Union are 
involved. 

Having thus expressed the belief that the United Nations cannot 
be expected to do all that may be necessary, the President in section 
IV of his message used the following sentence : 

Under all the circumstances I have laid before you, a greater responsibility 
now devolves upon the United States. 

Nowhere in the resolution as presented to Congress does one find 
any reference to this conclusion of the President that the United 
States must now assume a greater responsibility in the Middle East 
than the United Nations itself. Yet in another statement of the 
message the President speaks of the “overriding authority” of the 
Security Council of the United Nations. 

In section VI (p. 6 of H. Doc. 46) the President, speaking of the 
measures which he asks Congress to authorize in advance says they— 


would have to be consonant with the treaty obligations of the United States 
including the Charter of the United Nations— 


and then proceeds to say: 


They would also, if armed attack occurs, be subject to the overriding authority 
of the United Nations Security Council in accordance with the charter. 

If the United Nations “cannot be a wholly dependable protector of 
freedom,” and if, “a greater responsibility now devolves upon the 
United States,” how does it come about that the United Nations Se- 
curity Council with Soviet Russia sitting thereon holding the veto 
power, is by the President’s interpretation of this resolution to have 
an authority overriding that of the Congress? 

In section ITI the President made special mention of the fact that— 


The Soviet Union vetoed action of the Security Council to require the withdrawal 
of Soviet armed forces from Hungary. 


PROPOSED 





AMENDMENTS 


In the face of these statements from the President’s message, I feel 
impelled to ask this committee to amend the resolution in such form 
as to contain a specific congressional declaration “that the Congress 
recognizes no overriding authority of the United Nations Security 
Council with respect to any constitutional exercise of the power 
granted to the Congress by the Constitution. 

This amendment is found on page 3 beginning in line 17. 

I also urge the committee to amend the first provision of the admin- 
istration’s resolution in such a manner as to make it clear that the 
employment by the President of the Armed Forces of the United 
States shall be consonant not only with treaty obligations and with 
the charter, but also “with the Constitution of the United States. 

Recognizing that Congress alone has the power to declare war, and 
that Congress never before has been asked to delegate to the President 
the authority to make such a declaration in the undefined and v ague 
terms of this resolution, I have offered another amendment. 
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This begins on line 20 on page 2 and continues on page 3 of the 
committee print. It provides that none of the Armed Forces shall 
be ordered into any area for the purpose of employment as authorized 
in section II until a report of the reasons has been made to the Con- 
gress, or, if the President deems it necessary to provide secrecy, to 
the committees of the House and Senate having jurisdiction over 
foreign relations and the armed services. 

Finally, with respect to section II, which authorizes the President 
to use $200 million from existing appropriations “without regard to 
the provisions of any other law or regulation” I urge the committee 
to eliminate this blank-check proviso. 

The President himself in hie message (H. Doc. 46, p. 6) seeking 
this unlimited authority to authorize the expenditure of $200 million 
frankly advises the Congress u..d the people that this is only a 
beginning, for he says: 

I shall, however, seek in subsequent legislation the authorization of $200 
million to be available during each of the fiscal years 1958 and 1959 for dis- 
cretionary use in the area, in addition to the other mutual-security programs for 
the area hereafter provided for by the Congress. 

The provisions of section III, therefore, are precedent creating, and 
if this Congress grants them, how can future Congresses refuse? 
Descensus inavernum facilis est. 

I have, therefore, suggested another amendment which appears in 
lines 11 and 12, page 4, to be inserted after the existing provision 
that the President may expend the $200 million as he determines— 


without regard to the provisions of any other law or regulation— 
a simple exception, namely— 


except the Mutual Security Act of 1956, as amended, and the regulations 
thereunder. 

Without these amendments it appears to me that the resolution 
before us is utterly unwarranted. Neither our manpower nor the 
funds we contribute by appropriation and taxation should be used to 
promote secret diplomacy according to a plan which has not yet been 
defined to Congress. 


SPECIAL MISSION TO MIDDLE EAST 


The President wants the authority first. He will define the plan 
later, for he himself told us so. This is the last sentence of section 
VIII of his message of January 5 (H. Doc. 46, p. 7) : 

I intend promptly to send a special mission to the Middle East to explain 
the cooperation we are prepared to give. 

Neither Secretary John Foster Dulles nor any other spokesman 
for the administration has as yet explained to Congress what the 
President says he is prepared to do. 

Let me point out that in this sentence the President has told us 
that he will appoint a special mission, but he has not told us of whom 
it will consist. It has not even been asked that the individuals to 
whom the President will necessarily have to delegate the power we 
may give him will be appointed by and with the consent of the Senate. 

I want to point out to you that a complete conflict as I see it between 
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the President's message and the bill as introduced at. the request of 
the administration exists. 

Whoever drafted Senate Jomt Resolution 19 and the President’s mes- 
sage of January 5 were not the same persons. They could not have been 
written by the same person. The President, in accordance with his 
general tenor of action, gave assurances to the Congress that he would 
maintain the very closest contact with the Congress. 

In House Document No. 46 of the 85th Congress, Ist session, on 
page 7 you will find this statement by the President. After having 
described the dangers that he sees and the point that he wanted to 
lay before the Congress, after describing the powers that he wanted 
Congress to give, he said: 

If contrary to my hope and expectation a situation arose which called for 
the military application of the policy which I ask the Congress to join me in 
proclaiming, I would of course maintain hour-by-hour contact with the Congress, 
if it were in session, and if the Congress were not in session and if the situation 
had grave implications, I would of course at once call the Congress into special 
session, 

Nowhere in the resolution is there the slightest representation to 
this pledge that the President made when he appeared before the 
joint session of the two Houses in the Chamber of the House of 
Representatives. 

If you turn to the committee print, you will find that one of the 
amendments which I propose appears beginning in the last line of 
page 2 and carrying over to page 3. 

It is an insert in the proviso. Let me read the whole proviso. As 
written by the drafter of the resolution it reads: “Provided that such 
employment”—that means the employment of the armed services of 
the United States 

Chairman Green. May I ask you again to say from where you are 
reading ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Page 2 of the committee print, begmning in 
line 16: 


Provided, That such employment shall be consonant with the treaty obligations 
of the United States and with the Charter of the United Nations and actions and 
recommendations made by the United Nations and as specified— 


it went on. That was the original resolution. 
I have asked the committee to consider amending that proviso so 


that it will read: 


Provided, That such employment shall be consonant— 


here comes the first amendment— 


with the Constitution of the United States, with the treaty obligations of the 
United States, and with the Charter of the United Nations and actions and 
recommendations of the United Nations— 


and here comes the second— 


and none of the Armed Forces of the United States shall be ordered into any area 
for the purpose of employment as authorized in this section until a report of the 
reasons for and the necessity of such employment has been made (1) to the 
Congress of the United States, or (2) if the President deems necessary in the 
interest of the United States, to the following committees of the Congress in 
executive session: Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives, Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, respectively. 


7080—57—pt. 2——-17 
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I don’t comprehend how any person can make objection to the first 
amendment that says the action shall be consonant with the Consti- 
tion of the United States. If we skip that, we set a vital precedent 
that would rise to plague the Nation in times in the future. 

We are not dealing with an individual President. We are not deal- 
ing with Dwight D. Eisenhower. We are dealing with the President, 
whoever he may be, and in years to come this resolution, if passed 
without amendment, will stand to make the President a superior 
power to the Congress of the United States. 


ARTICLE I OF THE CONSTITUTION 


The Constitution tells us in article I that all legislative power is 
vested in the Congress of the United States. 

It also states that the Congress shall have the power. te declare war. 
There has been a tendency to say that that power of Congress to 
= war has been written off by Executive precedents created 

efore. 

Now if an Executive precedent, an action by the President himself, 
can cause the diminution of the powers of Congress, how much more: 
so would the action of the Congress itself diminish the power ? 

It is said, for example, that Thomas Jefferson in 1805 sent the 
United States Navy into war against the Barbary pirates in the Medi- 
terranean Sea. Certainly it is obvious that that is no precedent for- 
the destruction of the power of Congress to declare war. The Presi- 
dent of the United States was defending the freedom of the seas. The 
freedom of the seas was always a principle of our foreign policy, and 
when the Barbary pirates were attacking our commerce, the President 
was defending our commerce as well as the freedom of the seas. 

That is not what was asked here. What is asked here is that the 
President may send the Armed Forces of the United States into ac- 
tion at the request of some unnamed nation in a vague and undefined 
area in the Middle East. 

When was it ever before suggested that the Congress of the United 
States, representing the people of the United States, whose sons will 
have to go to war if there is a war, should convey to the President of 
the United States the right to throw the armed services into battle 
at the request of a foreign nation ? 


INTERPRETATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL POWERS OF PRESIDENT 


Senator Satronsrauu. My question is one that I am sure is pertinent 
now in view of what the Senator has said. He puts in the words. 
“consonant with the Constitution of the United States.” 

My question is, whoever may be the President, would he not pre- 
sume to act in consonance with the Constitution of the United States? 

What do those words at that point mean—because the President 
should always act within consonance—— 

Senator O’Manonry. Of course the President should always act, but 
when the President has in plain words requested Congress to authorize 
him to send armed forces into the region, the general region of the 
Middle East at the request of some unnamed nation in that area, that 
is transferring from the Congress to some nation in the Middle East 
the power to declare war involving the troops of the United States. 
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Some of the nations in the Middle East are favorable to us. Some 
are not. In the resolution as it is before you now and as it must be 
interpreted by the President’s words, that request might come from 
Syria, which we are told is being subverted by the Communists. 

Senator SatronsTauu. As I see it, those words do not harm the reso- 
lution in any way, but I do not see how they do it any particular good. 

Senator O’Manonry. They make it certain that we are acting in a 
constitutional manner. 

May I say to the Senator from Massachusetts, whose great knowl- 
edge of history I am well aware of, times change and nations change, 
om with the change of the conditions under which people live, old 
ideas are forgotten and new ideas come into play. 

We are now living in the year 1957, and ever since 1914 we have 
been in war or on the brink of war. 

As a matter of fact, the times of actual peace between wars in 
Europe has been constantly growing less in the past 200 years, and 
the wars that have followed have been each one more terrible than 
the other. 

Now during World War I and during World War II Congress 
willingly granted powers to the President, but on every occasion that 
I can remember, those powers were terminated by the resolution or 
the bill granting the powers or by the bill carrying amended language 
to provide that the Congress by concurrent resolution might terminate 
the powers. 

This amendment as presented to the Congress leaves the termination 
ee wholly in the hands of the President, with no power of recall 

y the Congress. 

That I believe is unthinkable, and that is why I believe it is im- 
portant for us to write the words “in consonance with the Consti- 
tution of the United States.” 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, along the line of the Senator from 
Massachusetts’ question I would like to ask a question bearing upon 
what Senator Saltonstall said. 

Senator SauronsrauL. Mr. Chairman, I am through, but my only 
thought would be a question of interpretation of what any President 
is doing at that moment, and it is up to him and up to the Congress 
if he does go beyond the Constitution, to determine whether it is 
within his constitutional powers. 

Senator O’Manoney. I want preventive action instead of punitive 
action at some time in the future. 

We have been delegating away the powers of Congress at so rapid 
a rate during the last half century that Congress is now on the descent 
into complete oblivion. 

Senator Satronsrati. I thank the chairman and I thank the 
Senator. 

Chairman Green. Senator Morse. 


HYPOTHETICAL FOUNDATION FOR IMPEACHMENT PROCEEDINGS 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, on this very last point that the 
Senator from Massachusetts raises, I want to ask the witness a ques- 
tion based on two hypotheticals. Suppose that we pass the resolution 
without the Senator’s language in it? 
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May I say I'amva strong advocate'of the Senator’s language. As-the 
Senator probably knows, I have made this argument already in two 
speeches on the floor.of the Senate. 

Senator O’Manoney. [Lam well aware of that. 

‘Senator Mors. Suppose we pass it without the Senator’s language 
im it, and then the Congress finds itself in conflict over the course of 
action followed by a President. y 

I am not talking about this President, I am talking about the Office 
of the President. 

Congress delegates this blanket authority in the resolution. Keep 
that hypothetical in mind. The second hypothetical: We pass a reso- 
lution with the Senator’s language in it—“in consonance with the 
Constitution of the United States”—and a President follows a course 
of action and finds himself in confliet with the Congress. 

In both cases impeachment proceedings.are filed. 

Does the Senator from Wyoming agree with me that in the first 
instance where the Congress has delegated the blanket authority, it 
would be much more difficult to lay the foundation for impeachment 
than in the second case where the Congress has not delegated the 
blanket authority but has specifically made clear that his authority 
shall be exercised within the Constitution ? 

Would not the second case make it much easier to lay the foundation 
for impeachment? 

Senator O’Manoney. Of course it would, but I cannot imagine 
anybody in the White House or in the Congress objecting to a state- 
ment in this resolution saying that the action of the President shall be 
consonant with the Constitution of the United States. 

In regard to all of the treaties that we have made with respect to 
NATO, Senator George of Georgia and Senator Vandenberg of 
Michigan, the leading authorities on foreign affairs of the Senate— 
Senator George of the Democratic Party and Senator Vandenberg of 
the Republican Party—both insisted upon writing into those treaties 
that it would be understood that the action of the United States would 
be in accordance with the Constitution of the United States. 

Here in a paragraph in which we refer to the charter of the United 
Nations and the treaties which contain this reservation, to leave the 
reservation out would open the resolution to serious misconstruction. 

Chairman Green. There would be the same argument, would there 
not, for any bill that is introduced in the Congress ¢ 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, not at all. 

Chairman Green. Why not? They have got to be in consonance 
with the Constitution of the United States. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is right. 

Chairman Green. Then what is the objection to putting it in every 
bill? 

Senator O’Manonry. Because in foreign affairs we are dealing with 
war. Inthis resolution we are dealing with war. Weare dealing with 
the granting away of an authority of Congress. In resolutions and 
bills which we have passed for the purpose of prosecuting the war in 
the past two wars we have carefully put a limit upon the term during 
which the grant should be used. That is the difference between the 
two. 

Senator Futsrient. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Chairman Grorce. Certainly, Senator Fulbright. 
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REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS 


Senator Futsricut. Senator O’Mahoney, is it your belief that the, 
fairly general approval in the press and among many circles in this 
country of the so-called Eisenhower doctrine, is based upon what they 
understood the President said in his speech rather than upon an under- 
standing and analysis of the resolution itself ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, precisely, Senator Fulbright. The speech 
contained words of great generality. It contained the pledge of day to 
day, hour to hour conference with Congress, the pledge of fa 
Congress into extra session if it were absent, and the resolution contains 
nothing with respect to Congress save the very ineffective direction in 
section IV, page 4, line 17: 

The President shall within the month of January of each year report to Con- 
gress his action hereunder. 

Now how different that is from the paragraph I have already read 
on page 7 in section VIII of House Document 46, the President’s 
message : 

If, contrary to my hope and experience, a situation arose which called for 
the military application of the policy which I ask the Congress to join me in pro- 
claiming, I would of course maintain hour-by-hour contact with the Congress if it 
were in session. And if the Congress were not in session and if the situation had 


grave implications, I would, of course, at once call the Congress into special 
session. 


Now these gracious words are the words that have persuaded the 
press that the President means to cooperate with the Congress. 
I am sure if he had written the resolution, his promise would have 


been referred to in it. It would not have been cut down to a mere 
annual report in January. 

And, moreover, I call the attention of the members of the committee 
to the concluding sentence of this paragraph on page 7: 

I intend promptly to send a special mission to the Middle East to explain 
the cooperation we are prepared to give. 

IT have not had the privilege of attending the executive sessions 
of this committee. You all have. I ask you, have you been told what 
cooperation we are prepared to give to the Middle East? 

I was told by a newspaperman—I can’t give his name because he 
spoke in confidence—he told me he was present at a background press 
conference given in executive session by high officials of the Gov- 
ernment, in which only 3 days ago these officials of the Government 
told the chosen representatives of the press what was planned to be 
done. 

Do the members of the Senate committees know ? 

Was this committee, the Foreign Relations Committee, called into 
any off-the-record press conference for background purpose? 

This is a question of vital confidence that we are dealing in. How 
can the people who sent us here to the Senate and to the House of 
Representatives have confidence in us when we report a bill of this 
kind and have to confess that the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment has not yet stated to us what it is planned to be done? 

I have read the quotation of Secretary Dulles that after the resolu- 
tion was passed, Mr. Richards, formerly chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the House, would be sent to the Middle East 
to see what could be done. 
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I understand that the chairman of the Armed Services Committee 
present on that day asked the Secretary of State why should not this 
committee know in advance what it is proposed to do. 

I am only pleading, gentlemen of the two committees, for the main- 
tenance of the place that the Congress of the United States occupies 
in the Government of the United States. 

We have nothing half so precious as our Constitution. We cannot, 
as I see it, lead the world to democracy while losing it at home. We 
cannot win freedom for mankind while choking off the power granted 
by the Constitution of the United States to the Congress of the United 

tates. 

That is not the only point of this message that I wish to call your 
attention to, however. 

Let me ask you to turn to page 4 of the President’s speech. This is 
House Document 46, in section ITT. The last sentence reads as follows: 


ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS 


The United Nations can always be helpful, but it cannot be a highly dependable 
protector of freedom when the ambitions of the Soviet Union are involved. 


Then we pass on to a new section, section IV. 

Apparently the old subject has been abandoned and a new section is 
necessary for the further discussion. But it opens with this sentence: 

Under all the circumstances I have laid before you a greater responsibility 
now devolves upon the United States. 

Greater than what? Greater than that which we assumed under the 
United Nations Charter. 

Isn’t that what the President says? Isn’t this the basis of the talk 
we hear that Congress is being asked to pass a resolution that will 
allow the United States to go it alone? 

We are not in the position to assume that responsibility, and cer- 
tainly we are not in the position to delegate the responsibility of mak- 
ing such a decision to the President of the United States; that is to 
say, we are not in a position to do that if we pretended to ourselves 
that we are maintaining the Government given to us by the 
Constitution. 

But that is not all. Another new proposal—another new interpreta- 
tion of the United States and the United Nations is contained in the 
President’s message. 

This is on page 6, second paragraph. 

The President is speaking of the measures which he wants Congress 
to authorize, and observe beginning in the last paragraph of page 5: 


It would— 
meaning, what he asks— 


in the third place authorize such assistance and cooperation to include the em- 
ployment of the Armed Forces of the United States to secure and protect the 
territorial integrity and political independence of such nations requesting such 
aid against overt armed aggression from any nation controlled by international 
communism. 


There never has been a single precedent in all the history of the 
United States when the President of the United States sent armed 
services into action “to protect the territorial integrity and political 
independence” of any nation except the United States. 


ee” — 


aha «4 
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COMPARISON WITH KOREAN SITUATION 


‘Oh, somebody says Korea. Well, what about Korea? 
_ Let’s not forget the history of that war. Soviet Russia and the 
United States were Allies in the war against Japan in Asia, and when 
Japan was conquered the time came to receive the surrender. Because 
‘Soviet Russia was an ally of the United States, and the United States 
an ally of Soviet Russia, because Soviet Russia had fought against 
the Japanese, who had conquered the northern part of China, it was 
‘agreed by the military that the Russian Army should receive the 
‘surrender of the Japanese north of the 38th parallel, and the United 
States receive the surrender of the Japanese south of the 38th parallel. 

That military action, and only that military action, gave any sig- 
nificance to the 38th parallel. 

What happened ? 

The United Nations formed a commission which was created and 
‘sent into Korea to lay the plans for the reestablishment of Korea as 
-an independent nation, and Soviet Russia refused to permit the United 
Nations commission to go north of the 38th parallel, and then they 
‘sent the Chinese volunteers in to invade South Korea. 

That is an utterly different situation from the one which confronts 
us now. We are not in any war in association with any other nation 
‘on the face of the earth now. We are preparing for the future, and 
a plan of action is laid down here before you the like of which was 
never before presented to the United States. 

Ours is a government of divided powers, is it not ? 

Are we ready to sacrifice them? Oh, we convey powers to the 
President when we are actually in war, yes. We have todothat. But 
when we are not actually fighting, when we are engaged only in a cold 
war, an economic war, shall we permit ourselves to be deluded into 
giving away our — over the armed services and the property of 
the United States? 

You might just as well strike article I from the Constitution as to 
do this. 

The face of the world has been changed during this er Great 
powers that once were dominant have disappeared. Others have just 
sunk into weakness. 

Great Britain was the—what was the phrase that characterized 
her position as the “mistress of the seas” ? 

The great navy of the British preserved peace. But now the British 
Empire has been almost liquidated, and we had something to do with 
it right here in the Middle East. 

France is no longer a colonial power. Holland is no longer a colonial 
power, Germany is divided. Italy is struggling to come back into 
position. Only two great powers now bestride the world, Soviet 
Russia and ourselves. 

History tells us that there never was a time when two great powers 
sat astride the world as Soviet Russia and we do now that they did 
not eventually come into conflict. 

I don’t need to recite the cases from Troy to Napoleon. That was 
the inevitable result. And then again we have in this plea of the 
President to grant authority on page 6: 
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MEASURES SUBJECT TO OVERRIDING AUTHORITY OF U. N. SECURITY COUNCIL 


These measures would have to be consonant with the treaty obligations of the 
United States including the Charter of: the United Nations and with any action 
or recommendations of the United Nations— 


listen 


they would also, if armed attack occurs, be subject to the overriding authority 
of the United Nations Security Council in accordance with the charter. 

Suppose, then, that the Communists attack Israel. 

Suppose they attack Iran or Iraq. 

Suppose they move in and the defendant nation asks us to aid. 
Then in the words of the President we would have to bow to the over- 
riding authority of the Security Council on which Soviet Russia sits 
with her veto. 

This message was sent to Congress in a great hurry. It was sent 
before the state of the Union message was to be delivered. 

Why the hurry? Because there was some great pressing emergency 
to be acted upon? How can anybody doubt that if we pass this resolu- 
lution without amendments of the kind that I suggest, maintaining 
the authority of Congress granted to it by the Constitution in war 
and in peace, how can there be any doubt that the manpower of the 
United States would be placed in jeopardy, or else the United States 
itself would be placed before the nations of the world in the position 
of a laughing stock? 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS RESTATED 


Now, Mr. Chairman, let me briefiy resume these amendments. 

First I say on page 2 let us insert the phrase “with the Constitu- 
tion of the United States.” 

Second, on pages 2 and 3 I ask that we place a ban to the use of the 
Armed Forces of the United States unless the reasons therefor are 
conveyed to Congress either publicly or in executive session to the 
responsible committees which Congress has set up for this purpose. 

Third, I ask an amendment—this is on the bottom of page 3— 


Provided further, that notwithstanding the language of the President in his 
message of January 5, 1957— 


the language I have just read— 


that the measures authorized by this resolution “would also, if armed attack 
occurs, be subect to overriding authority of the United Nations Security Council 
in accordance with the charter,” it is hereby declared that the Congress recog- 
nizes no overriding authority of the United Nations Security Council with re- 
spect to any constitutional exercise of the power granted to the Congress by the 
Constitution of the United States: 

Provided further, that if a situation arises which calls for the employment of 
the Armed Forces as herein authorized, the President— 


and here I use his own words— 


the President shall maintain hour-by-hour contact with the Congress if it is in 
session, and if the Congress is not in session, he shall at once call it into special 
session for a full report on the proposed action. 


PRESIDENT’S REQUEST FOR $200 MILLION 


Now just another word about the amendments in section IIT and 
section 5. There is the request for $200 million to be used at the dis- 
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cretion of the President—observe I am quoting now from the original 
resolution on page 4 in line 10— 


without regard to the provisions of any other law or regulation. 


That is the grant you are asked to give, $200 million, without regard 
to any other law or regulation, to be expended by the President ? 

Well, of course not. The President ee told us that he is sending 
a commission into the Middle East to deal with this matter some time 
later on. 

We know perfectly well that it is beyond the human capacity of any 
one man to survey all the details that would be involved in the expendi- 
ture of $200 million, without check or balance of any kind, in the gen- 
eral area of the Middle East, where the standards of handling other 
peoples’ money are not supposed to be at a very high level. 

How can we think of doing such a thing as that? 

Already there have been discussions of what will be done. We are 
dealing with an area of the Middle East which is rich in oi]. I think 
it might be interesting to this committee to know here what I have 
put into the testimony before the Committee on oil. The Middle East 
Emergency Committee, which was set up by the Government to provide 
a substitute supply of oil for our allies in Western Europe because of 
the blockade of the Suez Canal, consists of 15 oil companies. Nine of 
these companies who operate in the Middle East, some of them in 
association with British, the Dutch, and the French Governments, have 
in the United States about 260,000 filling stations. 

They draw tremendous profits from their oil operations in the 
Middle East. 

Forbes magazine, a business magazine, which is notably not a radi- 
cal magazine, in its issue of January 1 carried the statement that Wall 
Streeters were of the common opinion that American oil companies 
operating in the Middle East were making a profit of 75 percent on 
their investment, and in the United States they were making a profit of 
not less than 15 percent. 

Why do we want to spend $200 million in an area so rich with oil? 

Why do we give it away ? 

Do you know, members of these committees, that the internal-revenue 
law of the United States contains the provision which allows the Amer- 
ican companies that are operating in Middle Eastern countries to take 
a 2714-percent depletion allowance upon the reserves in the Middle 
East before they pay their taxes? 

Why do we want to give anybody the authority to spend $200 mil- 
lion without regard to any law or regulation ? 

Now what do I propose? That that authority be withdrawn? 

No. I am a mild-mannered man. I just seek to provide, as the 
amendment reads, beginning in line 11: 

Except the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and the regulations there- 
under. 

Now is that a wild request to make ? 

If the President wants to spend $200 million—I am surprised Sec- 
retary Humphrey has not heard about it—without regard to the pro- 
visions of any other law, which includes the budget law, why is it 
necessary, particularly when the President tells you that it is a 
precedent ? 
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On page 6 of his message, the last sentence of section VI of that 
message reads : 

I shall, however— 
he is discussing this $200 million— 

I shall, however, seek in subsequent legislation the authorization of $200 million 
to be available during each of the fiscal years 1958 and 1959— 

listen— 

for discretionary use in the area in addition to the other mutual-security programs 
for the area hereafter provided by Congress. 

Gentlemen, I appreciate the kind of attention that you have given to 
me. I present these amendments to you in the belief that they are mild 
that they will be helpful, that they will allow the executive branch of 
the Government to carry on the policy which ought to be carried on in 
the Middle East, but that it will be carried on in consonance with the 
Constitution of the United States and with the cooperation and the 
vag in advance of the Congress of the United States. 

I thank you very much. 

Chairman Green. Senator O’Mahoney, are you ready to answer 
questions »% members of the joint committee ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I am indeed. 


Chairman Green. Then I will call them in the usual order. 

Senator Russell, absent. 

Senator Wiley ? 

Senator Witey. Senator O’Mahoney, as usual whenever you have 
anything to say, you enlighten us on many angles of Asia. I won- 


dered if you, in discussing this matter of authority of the President, 
have had occasion to see the committee print dated February 28, 1951, 
prepared by the Judiciary Committee ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes. It is some time since I have seen that, 
but that document as I recall it indicated about 150 instances in which 
the President, without special action by Congress, sent troops abroad, 
but I think in almost every instance you will find that the troops went 
into some country where civil authority was in turbulence and the 
property of Americans was in danger. 

Senator Wizey. Yes. Well, have we any treaty with any of these 
countries in the Middle East ? 

Senator O’Manoney. No. Turkey is the only nation that is in 
NATO, as I recall it. We have no treaty with the others. We have 
no treaty with Egypt. We have no treaty with Israel. We have no 
treaty with Jordan or Syria, I think none with Lebanon, though I 
am not sure, but certainly not any treaty dealing with these problems. 

Senator Witey. As I get your position, it is this: You feel that the 
situation in the Near East is such that if there is an eruptive con- 
dition, there will be plenty of time to take the matter up with the 
Congress. 

It won’t be like Korea or like Pearl Harbor. 

Do you feel that way ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes; I feel that clearly, Senator Wiley, be- 
cause the request is made for authority when another nation asks for it. 

Now the process of asking for it will necessarily follow the act of 
aggression, so obviously there is plenty of time to have Congress do 
what is to be done before we are involved. 
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Senator Witey. That is not quite my understanding of the situation 
in the world today, that we are going to have plenty of time if the 
Kremlin decides to the contrary. i 

Senator O’Mauoney. I am not talking about the Kremlin; no. You 
don’t have any time with it. I am talking about this resolution, 
because the resolution itself says and the President said that this 
employment of troops will be exercised when the nation asks for it 
or requests it. 

Senator Witey. I understand that. 

Senator O’Manonry. That nation has to act. First you have the 
attack. Then you have the request of the nation. 

Now in the meantime Congress, if there is an attack, probably will 
be ready to act immediately, as soon as the nation itself, but there is 
no reason here that I can see, Senator Wiley, for us to cut off our 
constitutional powers, because, if we do, the result will be that we will 
be building executive government to take the place of free govern- 
ment in the United States. 


IMPORTANCE OF OIL IN THE NEAR EAST 


Senator Wixry. I think you make a very good constitutional argu- 
ment, but what I am trying to get clear in my own mind, after histen~ 
ing to the testimony of distinguished citizens, is this: 

Do you agree fully that if the Near East with its oil were to fall into 
the hands of the Kremlin, it would be a serious threat to our own 
country ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I think it would add tremendously to the re- 


sources of Soviet Russia in a world war, but on the other hand I know 
that we in the Western Hemisphere and we in the United States have 
vast sources for the kind of oil, petroleum, and liquid fuels such as 
enabled the Panzer divisions of the Hitler to roll all through France. 
We have it here. 

Senator Witry. If you agree that that would be a very serious 
threat possibly to the very existence of our own country, because it 
would mean, as I think the evidence shows, that Europe would become 
more or less a satellite of the Kremlin, but more than that, it would 
mean that the Kremlin would have a gateway to Africa. I presume 

ou agree that the Communists under the leadership of the Kremlin 
ave a world policy of seeking to dominate the world; do you agree 
to that? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes; I do. 

Senator WitEy. Do you agree then that if it should succeed in get- 
ting the Near East with the oil and it should provide a passageway 
for the Kremlin to take Africa, with its vital materials, that would 
be another threat to the very existence of America ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I do, Senator, but I also feel this very 
strongly: that it will be a sad mistake if we permit ourselves to become 
involved in peripheral wars. 

Time is on the side of the Russians. Of course, the United States 
does not want to take the initiative in any war against Russia. We 
will not do that. The President has made that statement. I agree 
with him in that statement. But I say to you that in my judgment 
if we permit ourselves to become involved in a war anywhere in the 
Middle East, we will be inviting the attack of Russia upon us here 








876 THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 


at home. I was happy indeed when the President of the United 
States, Dwight D. Eisenhower, put his foot down on the proposal of 
certain high officials in the armed services and in the Government of 
the United States to go into Dien Bien Phu in southwest Asia. 

When he refused to go to the aid of the French in that area, he was 
taking exactly the opposite course from that which is proposed to be 
taken in this resolution. 

Senator Wixey. I have just 1 or 2 more questions, because I think 
you have made it very clear what your position is. 

Regarding the provision on page 3 that you have inserted : 

And none of the Armed Forces shall be ordered into any area for the purpose of 
employment— 

and so forth, do you think that if the facts showed that there was an 
overt act on the part of the Kremlin to get into the Near East, that we 
would be attempting in any way to limit the constitutional power of 
the Executive ? 

Senator O’Manonry. No; I do not. I think that if the Executive 
will pursue the policy pledged by the President in his message of 
January 5, he can keep hour-to-hour conference with the members of 
these two committees, and keep you so fully advised that if you write 
this provision into the resolution, the Members of the Senate who are 
not privileged to hear the testimony that you hear, will have confi- 
dence in your judgment as well as that of the President, and then we 
will have had two branches of the constitutional Government of the 
United States in agreement. 


GREECE AS A MEMBER OF NATO 


Senator Wirry. I have been informed that Greece also is a member 

of NATO. 
ae O’Manonry. Yes, Greece is a member of NATO, that is 
right. 

intel Wier. And we have obligations under that treaty, haven't 
we! 

Senator O’Manoney. Surely. 

Senator Morse. Is Greece covered by this? 

Senator O’Manonry. That treaty includes, as do all the NATO 
treaties, the provision written in at the request of Senator George and 
Senator Vandenberg preserving the right to the constitutional powers 
of this Government, which is all I am asking you to do here. 

Senator Morse. Senator Wiley, do you mean to infer from your 
comment about Greece that Greece is covered by this resolution ? 

Senator Wirry. No. I said that Greece was a member of NATO. 

Senator Morse. The witness was talking about the countries that 
were covered by this resolution. 

Senator Wier. Yes, and I said I think we have treaty obligations 
under NATO, that was my question. 

_ Senator Morse. With Greece, but it is not covered by this resolu- 
tion. 

Senator Wirry. The world situation is entirely different from any 
other time that any of us can remember, because the world has been 
shrunk as the President has said, so that every nation is in every other 
nation’s back yard. 
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Having that in mind, new responsibilities come to nations, and we 
are the leading nation of the world. 
I have no further questions. 


SECRETARY DULLES’ TESTIMONY ON USE OF ARMED FORCES 


Senator O’Manonry. May I in further reply to the Senator from 
Wisconsin refer to the testimony of Secretary Dulles given before this 
committee ? 

The staff was good enough, at my request, to place before me this 
morning the proofs of the hearing at which Senator Long interrogated 
Secretary Dulles. 

The language that I desire to quote appears on galley 29: 

Senator Lona. I was under the impression that the State Department spoke for 
the President in this matter and that you are testifying here as his spokesman, 
that you are reflecting his views and what the President feels about this matter. 

Secretary DuLLes, On the general philosophy of acting with or without con- 
stitutional sanction, the attitude of presidents has historically differed, and I 
think it is fair to say that in the light of my judgment at least, whatever the 
constitutional views may be, President Eisenhower is very reluctant to use the 
Armed Forces of the United States in a way which could engage the United 
States in war, unless he has the authority of Congress, and I think frankly that 
the President— 

President Eisenhower— 

is more serupulous, holds that view more strongly perhaps than some other 
Presidents have done. There is and always has been I think an area under our 
Constitution which is not wholly clear and where there is a sort of twilight 
zone. 

Now all I ask this committee to do is to approve my amendments 
and abolish the twilight zone here. Accepting the testimony of Sec- 
retary Dulles that President Eisenhower is reluctant to use the Armed 
Forces, then let us adopt my amendment which is written in the very 
words of the President himself about his consultation with Congress. 

Senator Witey. Mr. Chairman, I have just one other question if I 
may ask it. 

It relates to this $200 million. You understand that already the 
Congress has authorized and appropriated $750 million for this area? 

Senator O’Manoney. I do. 

Senator Witry. And that the President wants, because under the 
law as I understand it, it has to be obligated by May 1, additional time 
to utilize $200 million that has already been appropriated. Do you 
understand that, sir? 

Senator O’Manoney. I understand that perfectly. I have no objec- 
tion to it, but I just do not want to take off the restraints that were 
put upon it by Congress when it appropriated the money. 

Senator Witry. You want him to spend it absolutely by May 1? 

Senator O’Manonry. No, no. I want him to spend it in accordance 
with the rules and regulations of the law that you helped to pass, 
Senator. 

Are there any other questions, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Green. Senator Saltonstall ? 

Senator Sauronstauu. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. I think 
I understand Senator O’Mahoney’s point of view, and I thank him. 

Chairman Green. Senator Fulbright? 
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IS PRESIDENTIAL POLICY STATEMENT NECESSARY? 


Senator Futsrient. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say I think the 
Senator from Wyoming is certainly one of the best-qualified men in 
the Senate on the Constitution. His statement has been very enlight- 
ening. There are one or two very short questions, I hope. 

Don’t you think, Senator, that a general statement of policy such 
as the President made is enough to accomplish the purposes that are 
sought at this time, that is, to warn Russia that we will not tolerate 
any movement into this area by force ? 

Senator O’Manonry. I think it goes a long way to do it, but note 
that there are statements in the message, such as the statement about 
the overriding authority of the Security Council, and the statement 
that a heavier responsibility than ever before falls upon the United 
States after the declaration by the President that the United Nations 
cannot be completely helpful. Those are dangerous statements. 

Senator Futsrient. I did not mean to endorse everything in the 
statement as such. What I was getting at is, the point of a state- 
ment by the President of our policy in times past has often been 
regarded as sufficient for the purpose of notifying another country 
as to what our policy in that area 1s, as a general proposition, always, 
of course, to be implemented by further legislation and other things. 

This is what I am coming to: I do not want to go into the merits 
of that particular statement. Why do you think as of the present 
any kind of a statement in the Middle East is necessary, in view of 
the fact that 2 or 3 statements have been made, beginning, we will say, 
with the tripartite statement of a few years back, I believe in 1950, 
and then last fall, I believe it was late November or early December, 
the President made his statement. Now, why is a further statement 
needed at this time ? 

Senator O’Manoney. If I were to answer you frankly, I would say 
that the statement may be necessary because of some of the acts of 
Secretary Dulles which preceded it. The policy which he followed 
with respect to Egypt was one that caused a great deal of misunder- 
standing throughout the world. 

Senator Fursrieut. Do you think it could be that because of a lack 
of any definite policy in this area, and because of great vacillation 
in the execution of whatever policy we had, has created a situation 
in which everyone is puzzled by what our policy is? 

Senator O’Manonry. Let me answer it this way, Senator: The 
reaction among the people in this country to the very horrible aggres- 
sion of Soviet Russia in Hungary was 20 times greater than any 
arse which has been occasioned by what is happening in the Middle 

ast. 

Senator Furerieut. One last thought that I wish you would en- 
large upon is in regard to the question of the Senator from Wis- 
consin. He was asking you about don’t you wish to do this and that, 
in order to keep Russia out of the Middle East and prevent their taking 
Africa. That is the end; that is the objective about which really there 
is no disagreement. ; 

What you are telling us here that this is an improper means to 
achieve those ends; is that right? 

Senator O’Manonry. That is right; I am not debating—— 
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Senator Fursricnt. You are not debating the end, the ultimate 
objective, but what you are saying is that the end does not justify 
any means they want to use ? 

Benator O’Manoney. I want it to be stated in a constitutional man- 
ner which will not make the Congress of the United States play second 
fiddle to the Executive. 

Senator Futsrient. You are not in favor of giving up the consti- 
tutional procedures, which we have followed since we were a nation, 
in order to achieve a worthy end at this particular time ? 

Senator O’Manoney. That is right. 

Senator Futsrient. Is that a fair statement ? 

Senator O’Manonry. That is right. 

Senator Futsrient. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Byrd, absent. 

Mr. Smith of New Jersey / 


DISCUSSION OF FORMOSA RESOLUTION 


Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the 
Senator 1 or 2 questions. 

I appreciate, Senator O'Mahoney, your very clear presentation of 
your position. Some of us may not agree with it fully, but I do 
appreciate the contributions you have made to this whole debate. It 
is most important, 

Senator O’Manoney. You are very kind. 

Senator Smirxu of New Jersey. [ would like to ask you whether you 
opposed the Formosa resolution of last year ? 

Senator O’Manonry. No: I did not. I am glad you brought that 
up, Senator. 

Remember, there are few Members of Congress who were alive when 
Japan took Formosa from China, and in the prosecution of World 
War II the United States took Formosa from Japan, not from China, 
and when the Communist Chinese threatened to go into Formosa, as 
I saw it they were threatening to go into an area of which we were 
the occupants by the law of war, and that we were entitled to give 
the Nationalist Chinese refuge in Formosa and to notify the Red 
Chinese that we would resist their attempt to crush the Nationalist 
Chinese. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Then you agree that was the case 
against Red Chinese ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, yes; I voted for it. 

Senator Smirnx of New Jersey. You feel without that authority 
there the President, as Commander in Chief, would have had the 
power to use our Armed Forces, if necessary, certainly to back up the 
Nationalists in defending that area ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes; I had no objection to that. I recognized 
there would be an argument made about it. But the situation is ut- 
terly different from this for the reasons 

Senator Smrra of New Jersey. Supposing an emergency did come 
up in one section of the world and now in another section of the 
world—and I might call your attention to the fact that President Tru- 
man without authority from Congress moved into the Korean situa- 
tion. I thought it was right. 
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Senator O’Manoney. Of course, you think it was right because that 
was carrying out really the objectives of the United Nations, and the 
violation by Soviet Russia of the agreement of the United Nations 
that a commission should go into Korea to reestablish the free Re- 
public of Korea. We abandoned that. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. All I am trying to bring out is 
that you differentiate this situation—— 

Senator O’Manoney. From what ? 

Senator Smirx of New Jersey. From that and the Formosa situa- 
tion ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. There is one more thing I wanted to 
ask you. You referred to section 3 and suggested a change in section 3. 

The House bill amended section 3, and I understand we are con- 
sidering that now in our executive sessions, so it may cover the point 
you had in mind with your amendment there. 

Have you got the House version of this? 

Senator O’Manonry. I don’t have a copy of the House version. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. Just for the record, though, I call 
your attention to the fact that the House made a complete rewrite of 
section 3 which apparently is acceptable to the administration, and 
may cover the point you had in mind having to do with the $200 
million ¢ 

Senator O’MAnoney. I see, that was rewritten in the House. 

Senator Smirxa of New Jersey. That was rewritten in the House. 

ee O’Maumnry. In accordance with the suggestions I have 
made? 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, that is progress. I hope the Senate 
makes further progress. 

Chairman Green. Is that all? 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. That is all. 

Chairman Green. Senator Bridges. absent. Senator Sparkman, 
absent. Senator Johnson of Texas, absent. Senator Hickenlooper, 
absent. Senator Flanders. 

Senator Fianvers. I do not have any questions. 

Chairman Green. Senator Humphrey, absent. Senator Kefauver, 
absent. Senator Langer, absent. Mrs. Smith of Maine, absent. Mr. 
Mansfield ? 

Senator Mansrrevp. Thank you very much. 

Senator O’Mahoney, I want to commend you for your statement 
this morning and to express the hope that the responsibility of the 
Senate in this particular matter is not forgotten in the process of the 
consideration of this resolution. 

I was interested in your answer to Senator Smith relative to the 
Formosa resolution and I agree with what you had to say. I think 
it could be expanded further, though, by saying that the ultimate title 
of ownership in Formosa is still open ‘to question, and as a result of the 
war that you mentioned it is in effect the collective property of the 
victorious allied powers until such a settlement is reached. 

I would point out also to again make out the differences between 
Formosa and this, that both President Truman and President Eisen- 
hower on several occasions stated publicly that if the Communist 
Chinese attacked Formosa that we would come to the defense of that 
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Island, so I think it is quite apparent that there is no parallel or 
similarity between the Formosa resolution and the Mideast resolution. 


POWERS OF PRESIDENT AS COMMANDER IN CHIEF 


Now, Senator, I would like to ask this question: I am not a lawyer 
so I am seeking information. 

Has it been found in the Supreme Court of the United States that 
the President, as Commander in Chief of the Army and the Navy, has, 
if our security is threatened, the right to use our Armed Forces to 
protect that security ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I know of no decision of the Supreme Court 
that would cover the circumstances which are written into this 
resolution. 

Senator Mansrietp. No, but generally speaking has the Supreme 
Court laid down a decision to the effect 

Senator O’Manoney. I don’t know that the President of the United 
States has ever used the armed services in the form that was challenged 
by the Supreme Court. 

Senator MansrieLp. Would the Senator agree that in this hydrogen 
age, it is more imperative than ever that the President has the right 
at an instant’s notice if our security is endangered to use the Armed 
Forces of the United States on his own responsibility ¢ 

Senator O’Manoney. If he is using it to protect our security, our 
territorial or political integrity. But this resolution is described by 
the President as one that gives him the power to use our armed services 
to protect the territorial and political integrity of another nation at 
the request of that nation without any request of Congress on the inci- 
dent except this request for blanket authority. 

That, I think, is too great an expansion of the security power. 

Senator Mansrievp. I thank the Senator. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Stennis. 

Senator Stennis. Senator O’Mahoney, let me direct your attention 
to lines 16, 17 and 18 on the committee print including your amend- 
ment, the subject that you were on when I came into the committee 
hearing, the words being “consonant with the Constitution of the 
United States.” 

Now, as I understood you cited there the action of the late Senator 
Vandenberg and also Senator George that in previous legislation they 
had insisted on these very words; was that what you were saying? 

Senator O’Manoney. Not these precise words, but in the writing of 
the NATO treaty, they wrote in words that the procedure would be 
in consonance with the constitutional procedures of the United States. 

Senator Srennis. I remember Senator Vandenberg’s argument on 
that. Now Senator George’s position, was that on the same, the NATO 
treaty, or was it some subsequent treaty? 

Senator O’Manoney. That is my recollection, Senator. 

Senator Srennis. I think your explanations have made a real 
contribution in your appearance this morning, and I am one who is 
very glad to get the benefit of your views on all the points you have 
covered. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you very much, Senator Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. I have no more questions, Mr, Chairman. 

87080—57—pt. 218 
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Chairman Green. Mr. Knowland. 
Mr. Case of South Dakota. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR EXPENDITURE OF $200 MILLION 


Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say for the record 
that I always listen to anything that the Senator from Wyoming 
suggests with a great deal of interest and an attempt to evaluate it on 
the basis of the sincerity and the integrity with which the Senator 
from Wyoming has always characterized his utterances, 

I think his appearance here has been helpful, and will be helpful as 
we proceed to the executive consideration of the language of the 
resolution. 

I have a couple of questions, the first with respect to section 3. 

It is my aetenetaindinn from the testimony which has been brought 
to the committee, that the principal purpose of section 3 is to make it 
possible to use this $200 million for what would be deemed to be 
more urgent purposes than those to which it can be applied under the 
existing act, and that the primary purpose of waiving the provisions 
of other laws and regulations is to lineata the date requirement that 
exists in the 1954 act as to obligations, and in connection with section 1, 
to expand the field, both as to purpose and as to area, for which the 
$200 million can be applied. 

I was wondering if the Senator from Wyoming would have any 
objection to the accomplishing of those purposes or the use of the 
money for a higher purpose? 

Senator O’Manoney. The amendment in the House, to which the 
Senator from New Jersey called attention, has just been brought to 
me and it reads as follows. This section 3 of House Joint Resolution 
117, the comparable resolution : 

The President is hereby authorized to use during the balance of the fiscal 
year 1957 for economic and military assistance under this joint resolution not 
to exceed $200 million from any appropriations now available for carrying out 
the provisions of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, in accord with 
the provisions of such act. 

Now it will be observed that that rewrite strikes out the provision 
of the Senate resolution which would have authorized the expenditure 
without regard to the provisions of any other law or regulation. That 
broad exemption contained in the Senate resolution does not exist in 
the House resolution, and I think, therefore, the House resolution is a 
considerable improvement. 

There is, however, a second provisio: 


Provided— 
this begins in line 10 on page 3 of the House resolution— 


Provided, that whenever the President determines it to be important to the secu- 
rity of the United States such use may be under the authority of section 401 (A) 
of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and without regard to the 
provisions of section 105 of the Mutual Security Appropriations Act of 1957. This 
authorization is in addition to other existing authorizations with respect to the 
use of such appropriations. 


Now, it seems to me that to exempt that appropriation from the 
Mutual Security Appropriations Act of 1957 is a rather hasty action. 
I haven’t had the opportunity to study that law, so I hold a reserva- 
tion in my answer with respect to that provision, and although I voted 





tie ot 


ct 


t) 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 883 


agamst the Mutual Security Act of 1954 because I felt that it contained 
too broad a delegation of power, the Senator may remember that I 
introduced an amendment to that which would require the officials, em- 
ployees, or officers who spent the money to answer the questions of any 
appropriate committee of Congress as to the manner of spending and 
the reason therefor. : 

Secretary Dulles opposed that amendment and it wasn’t carried. 
Because I believe that no money of the United States should be spent 
abroad without the knowledge of Congress, because Congress is the 
appropriating authority, I refused to give my consent to that dele- 
gation of congressional power, and so voted against the law. 

But so far as the point here is concerned, I feel it is a vast improve- 
ment over the original. 

Senator Case. My recollection is not accurate or complete with re- 
spect to the provisions of section 105 of the Mutual Security Appro- 
priations Act for the current fiscal year. 

But it is my impression that this language of the House bill making 
it possible to spend this money without regard to the provisions of sec- 
tion 105 would extend the area to include certain other countries in 
which the money might be expended. 

Do you object to that ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I have no objection to economic aid, provided 
the Congress knows all about it, and provided we do not delegate 
this authority to spend the money which is threatening the balancing 
of the budget, without a full report before and after. 

Senator Casr. Of course, the act does afford the authority to spend 
this $200 million under existing law. The Senator does not object to 
establishing authority to spend it in some area where we could get 
more for money than in the area where it can now be spent? 

Senator O’Manoney. On that ground I have no objection. 


EMPLOYMENT OF ARMED FORCES 


Senator Case. In regard to the other question which the Senator 
raised which I think was a very important question, on the employ- 
ment of the Armed Forces, I was wondering if in section 2 where the 
language now reads: 

Furthermore, he is authorized to employ the Armed Forces of the United States 


as he deems necessary to secure and protect the territorial integrity and political 
independence of any nation or group of nations requesting such aid— 


and so forth, if after the words— 
as he deems necessary— 


we would insert some language such as is included in this proviso that 
the House has written in section 3 so it would read: 

Furthermore, he is authorized to employ the Armed Forces of the United States 
as he deems necessary or important to the security of the United States to secure 
and protect the territorial integrity— 
in other words, to base the determination of necessity upon the neces- 
sity for the security of the United States. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, of course, it is well known that the 
draftsmanship of statutory provisions is a very delicate task. 

Many a loophole is written into a law in words that do not portray 
the purpose. 
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Now, if the amendment which you suggest were carefully drawn so 
as to protect the congressional right, the congressional power to par- 
ticipate, I think I would have no objection. 

I would want to see it first. 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Chairman, I recognize that the exact 
wording should be a matter of careful study. 

- Senator O’Manonry. Oh, sure. 

Senator Case. I was trying to meet the point that I thought you 
raised with considerable validity. 

Senator O’Manonry. I know the Senator from South Dakota is 
always careful about the wording of appropriations; I have seen him 
in action. 

Senator Case. But it should be made upon the security of the 
United States rather than upon the request of some other nation to 
protect its security. 

Senator O’Manoney. I don’t know of any better judge of the se- 
curity of the United States than the Congress of the United States. 

Of course, the President has his officers and is closer to events 
abroad, but nevertheless the farmers of the Constitution were very 
careful to place the power of Congress in the very first article of 
the Constitution because they meant that Congress was to make the 
law and the President was to execute it. 

Senator Casr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Morse, have you any questions ? 

seep oF Morse. I have quite a few, Mr. Chairman, that I want to 
ask. 

I want to say first, Senator O’Mahoney, in my judgment I think 
this is the most vital and historically important testimony we have 
had in this whole hearing, and I would like to have the record show 
my prediction that when your biographers, in the years to come, come 
to analyze your great public service your testimony today will receive 
the highest of commendations. 

Senator O’Manonry. The Senator is more than generous. 

Senator Morsr. You have come to grips so much—I might say the 
only witness who has—you have come to grips in my judgment with 
the most important issue in this whole historic debate, namely, the con- 
stitutional question involved in this resolution. 

I want to make this brief comment because upon it I shall base 
a series of questions. 





TESTING CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUE 


Our problem, of course, is to get the constitutional issue before 
the Supreme Court, and you as a lawyer know the procedural difficulty 
of that. In fact, I don’t know of any constitutional lawyer who can 
tell us in advance what factual situation might give us the procedural! 
basis of bringing it before the Court, because our difficulty is that we 
would first run into the procedure of impeachment. 

I want the record to show that in my judgment if we could get it 
before the Supreme Court, this resolution, if passed, would be de- 
clared an attempt to grant a power to a President, that no Congress 
has the constitutional authority to grant and, therefore, the resolution 
is unconstitutional. 
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And it is because of my very deep conviction of the unconstitu- 
tionality of this resolution that I wouldn’t think of leaving a record 
for my descendants to read that I voted for it, and I shall not vote for 
it until its unconstitutional features, in my opinion, are eliminated. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I interrupt it at that pomt, Senator 
Morse ¢ 

Senator Morse. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. I do so because although I have myself used 
the words “unconstitutional” and “constitutional,” I fear that when 
members of the general public hear those words used, they inevitably 
think of a lawyer’s argument, a technical argument. 

TI would rather, since you have begun this interrogation now, to 
have it understood that the Constitution is the rampart of our indi- 
vidual freedom, that what we are talking about is the basic liberty 
of the people of America to govern themselves, and that that cannot be 
done except under the constitution of divided powers unless we want 
to change the Constitution. 

Tt can be changed by an amendment in the formal] manner or it can 
be changed just as certainly by a policy of drift, by which, when 
confronted with an obvious violation of the Constitution, Congress 
is willing to see its powers slip away. 

Senator Morsr. It is that latter point I want to stress. It can be 
done by unconstitutional practice—— 

Senator O’Manoney. Right. 

Senator Morse. If such practice is permitted to continue. 

It is the way you can destroy any law or any constitution. We 
politicians are prone to talk about a government by law and not by men. 
Well, let me stress as I proceed to ask questions on the constitutional 
phases of this problem that here in my judgment is a good exhibit of 
building up a pratice of government by men, not by law, because as 
you delegate or attempt to delegate constitutional duties to the discre- 
tion of a mere man, you develop a system of government by men and 
not by law. 

So let us go to page 2 of the committee print containing your first 
amendment, line 16: 

Provided, That such employment shall be consonant with the Constitution of the 
United States, 

Do you share my view that an objection to including that language in 
the resolution raises, justifies raising the suspicion that the objector 
apparently does not want to make perfectly clear that the President 
shall be limited to the checks of the Constitution ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, it would be inevitably so construed. 

Senator Morse. Does it not follow that if the issue is joined, and you 
join the issue by requesting an amendment to include the language, 
that a refusal to accept the language supports at least the implication 
that those objecting to it want the President free to act outside the 
Constitution ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Precisely, and it has been said by many ob- 
servers, or at least by some observers, that the purpose of this resolu- 
tion, is to authorize an experiment in secret diplomacy, secret from the 
veople of the United States and secret from the Congress of the United 
States. 
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INHERENT EMERGENCY POWER 


Senator Morse. Some of us have tried in some of our discussions of 
the resolution to draw the distinction between the inherent emergency 
power of any President to protect American lives and property and 
vital interests in time of an hour of emergency and the granting of a 
blank check to a President to proceed to take military action against 
the forces of another country at the request of still another country. 

In your opinion, does the President of the United States have the 
inherent emergency power, as Presidents have exercised a power many 
times in the | to proceed forthwith to protect American lives and 
property and vital interest when they are subject to military attack? 

nator O’Manonery. When the property and lives of Americans 
are subject to military attack? 

Senator Morse. Subject to military attack? 

Senator O’Manonzy. Certainly. 

Senator Morse. In your opinion, does that explain the report of 
1951 referred to by Senator Wiley, of Wisconsin, the State Department 
report, that set forth an analysis of the security power of the Presi- 
dent to use the Armed Forces of the country to protect. American 
lives, property, and vital interest? Does the distinction that you are 
drawing explain the basis of the State Department report of 1951 in 
contrast——— 

Senator O’Manonry. I think it does. 

Senator Morsr. In contrast to the power that is asked for in this 
resolution ? 

Senator O’Manonry. I think it does, absolutely. 


SCOPE OF DELEGATION OF POWER 


Senator Morse. Do you agree with me that the power that is asked 
for in this resolution goes beyond a power heretofore exercised by 
Presidents of the United States in carrying out their inherent emer- 
gency powers in that this resolution calls for a delegation by the Con- 
gress of its checking authority over a President in that it pledges to 
him in advance a carte blanche authority to use the Armed Forces of 
this country in the Middle East if a so-called friendly nation in the 
Middle East asks the President to send in the troops to meet an armed 
attack by Russia? 

Senator O’Manoney. It is just such a delegation. 

Senator Morsg. Senator, do you agree that under article I, section 8, 
of the Constitution that authority to declare war is not only vested in 
the eeeee but under sound constitutional doctrine cannot be 
delegated ? 

Senator O’Manoney. That is my opinion. 

Senator Morse. Keeping in mind 

Senator O’Manonery. And I think it is much more important now 
that we are living in an age of atomic warfare that Congress shall not 
surrender that power. 

Senator Morse. Keeping in mind now my question as to the Presi- 
dent under this resolution, if it is passed, using the Armed Forces 
of the United States at the request of a so-called friendly nation in 
the Middle East—— 
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Senator O’Manonry. It doesn’t say a friendly nation; it says any 
nation. 

Senator Morse. Any nation. Well, I said so-called—strike so- 
called—any nation. Does that, in your opinion, constitute in sub- 
stance a delegation of the power to declare war by the Congress 
to the President of the United States? 

Senator O’Manoneyr. I do—— 

Senator Morse. Do you think we have the constitutional power to 
do that ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I do not. 

Senator Morse. Well, it is that ea I say before I ask my 
next question—it is at that point that I draw the issue with the sup- 
porters of the resolution. To say to me, as some of them have in 

rivate conversation, “But, Wayne, you can’t get it before the Court”; 
doesn’t in any way change the fact that it constitutes unconstitutional 
delegation of power. 

And I don’t propose to vote for it even though we may not be able 
to get it tested before the Supreme Court, because we, as well as the 
Court, have the duty to protect the Constitution. Does the Senator 
agree with me on that? 

Senator O’Manoney. Every Member of Congress and every member 
of the executive took the oath to support and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and when Washington made his farewell address 
he cautioned all who followed him to obey the Constitution as it is 
written, and if at any time it fails to give authority for action that 
should be taken by the Government, then that his successors—I don’t 
mean only in the executive, but in the legislative branch, too—should 
follow the provision made in the Constitution for its amendment. 

Senator Morse. Senator, assume that we go through the motion of 
delegating this authority to the President, that he exercises the 
authority, and then that there is a considerable amount of dissatis- 
faction with the exercise of the authority. Do you agree with me 
that, once having committed itself to giving the President that author- 
ity, it would, from a practical shane oint, be very difficult to get a 
Congress to then attempt to take that authority away from the Presi- 
dent, once it is granted ? 

Senator O’Manoney. It would be very difficult. 


EFFECT OF RESOLUTION ON CONGRESSIONAL CHECKS 


Senator Morse. Do you agree with me that it would appear that 
one of the reasons that the President wants this authority is that he 
is well aware of the fact that if he can get this pledge from the Con- 
oe in advance, he thereby puts himself in a more protected position 

om any criticism of the Congress in exercising their check, if subse- 
quently he follows a course of action that may meet at least with the 
criticism of some? 

Senator O’Manoney. I don’t believe that the President was the 
author of this resolution. I don’t believe he knows what is contained 


it. 

I believe if he has accepted it, he has done it on faith and confidence 
in his Secretary of State; but I know that the Secretary of State 
knows what is in this resolution, and my last quotation from him I 
offer to this committee as an argument in support of what Secretary 
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Dulles described as the desire of President Eisenhower to work with 
the Congress. 

Senator Morse. Well, permit me to reframe my question by elimi- 
nating any reference to any living President and talk about a hypo- 
shatacal President “X” occupying the White House some time in the 

uture. 

Let us assume that a President “X” asks for this authority and this 
authority is granted. Would that President “X” not be in a stronger 
position to carry out the acts permitted under that resolution without 
criticism of the Congress than would be the case if he exercised emer- 
gency powers and found himself meeting with the displeasure of the 
Congress ¢ 

Senator O’Manoney. I am in complete agreement with the Senator. 


POSSIBILITY OF RESCINDING ACTION OF THE PRESIDENT 


Senator Morse. When the Secretary of State was on the stand, 
Senator, he agreed with me that Congress cannot delegate its power 
to declare war. He made it very clear that he did not think this in- 
volved any delegation of power to declare war. 

But when I put the question to him that I am going to ask you, I 
got a very interesting reply. My question was to this effect: 

Suppose that a President, exercising his emergency powers in the 
absence of a resolution such as this, sends American troops into com- 
bat. Does the Congress under its checking power have the authority 
to rescind the action of the President, or is the Congress limited to 
only two procedures: The purse-string procedure of not supplying 
funds, ae of course we all know that with boys in action funds are 
going to be supplied as they should be, so that is no recheck, or the 
impeachment of the President, and we know that with boys in action 
we are not going to be taking time at that point to impeach a Presi- 
dent? Or does the Congress have a third check, namely, the power to 
rescind the action of the President and order the boys home? 

Senator O’Manoney. The Congress cannot amend the Constitution 
by statute or resolution. Therefore, it may rescind any law that it 

asses. 
. Senator Morsr. Do you think that Congress has under the checking 
power the power, in case the President exercises an emergency power 
which if continued to be exercised would amount to involving us in 
war but not with a declaration of war, to fall back on article 1, section 
8, and say to the President, “We rescind or we order or we request 
that you not continue this armed engagement” ? 

Senator O’Manoney. This resolution could be repealed, any reso- 
lution could be repealed. And then it would have no force and effect 
and no authority granted under it would be valid. 

Senator Morse. I am talking about a situation in which no reso- 
lution has been passed but a President has sent the boys into action. 

Take, for example, Korea. The day after President Truman sent 
the Armed Forces into Korea there was a debate on the floor of the 
Senate and there was discussion on it over the period of days. that 
followed. 

There was a question as to whether or not a resolution should be 
introduced approving the action of the President or disapproving the 
action of the President, and I think it is a fair analysis of the situa- 
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tion to say that there developed a concensus of opinion that the debate 
itself amounted to a tacit approval of the action. 

The debate was led by the then majority leader or by the then 
Republican Leader, Senator Taft of Ohio, and you will find in his 
speech that he gave tacit approval to the course of action that the 
President followed although he expressed the preference that there 
had been some notification to the Congress in advance. 

But in that speech you will see he discussed this emergency power 
point that I am discussing with you this morning briefly. 

My question to you is, if a President, such as in the Korean situa- 
tion, sent American boys into combat, do you feel that under article 1, 
section 8 of the Constitution, the Congress would have the checking 
authority to pass a resolution ordering the boys home? 

Senator O’Manonry. I think it would. 

Senator Morse. As you said on another constitutional point earlier, 
this is one of the most fascinating constitutional questions that has 
been debated and discussed throughout our history. Again there is 
no case on point, but the constitutional authorities by and large agree- 
ing, I respectfully submit to the answer the Senator has just given, 
that under article 1, section 8, that checking authority is in the Con- 
gress. The power to declare the war in the first instance is given to 
the Congress, and the exercise of an emergency power by the Presi- 
dent couldn’t possibly take away from the Congress its power to 
declare war. Therefore if he proceeded to make war without a 
declaration, his conduct would be subject to congressional review 
under the Constitution. 

Senator O’Manonry. The answer couldn’t be otherwise. 

When the Constitution was written, the founders of this Govern- 
ment had just come through a war resisting the arbitrary power of 
the king, and although there were colonists who wanted a phy the 
overwhelming number of colonists said “No. We will put in a Presi- 
dent, we will give him power to execute the law, but we will retain 
to the representatives of the people the right to declare war,” and in 
my judgment that cannot be chopped away in little bits and pieces 
by anybody who desires to support the Constitution of the United 
States as a necessary element in the defense of human freedom. 





ANALOGY OF THE STEEL SEIZURE 














Senator Morse. I appreciate this answer because in my judgment 
this constitutional point that you are now discussing is one of the most 
controlling points in this whole debate. 

I take you to the steel case fora moment. You will recall that when 
we had the seizure of the steel mills by President Truman, the issue 
was raised as to whether or not the President had the inherent power 
to seize the mills. The interesting thing is, I say regretfully but 
respectfully, that aided by a press across the country that never 
analyzed the legal basis of the decision, the impression was created in 
the public that a President of the United States does not have inherent 
emergency power to seize a mill if the vital interest of the country 
and the security of the country calls for that seizure. 

Yet the Supreme Court did not say that. What the Supreme Court 
said in those six special concurring opinions—no two of them could 
get together on a single opinion—in effect was that under the facts of 
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this case President Truman acted unconstitutionally because the 
Court did not find that the facts justified the exercise of the inherent 
emergency power of the President to protect the vital interests of the 
Nation if its security was threatened. 

The steel case is interesting in that as you read the majority opinion 
there is the recognition that if the facts had been different the power 
would have existed. 

I think it is one of the closest cases we have had in our whole history 
coming to a determination of this issue as to the inherent power of the 
President, because the Court was very careful in the six concurring 
opinions not to touch upon the residual power of a President to protect 
American lives and property and vital interests when subject to armed 
attack by an enemy. 

Unfortunately, there wasn’t anything in the opinion that showed 
that the Court was aware of the testimony of the then Secretary of 
Defense Lovett, who had testified before Congress, but unfortunately 
not in the courtroom, that if the furnaces went cold it would result in 
the loss of the lives of American boys in Korea. It was on that vital 
fact that I thought the whole theory of the case should have been based 
because if that was correct, then the emergency power could have been 
exercised. 

I want to stress the steel case because it has been used so frequently 
on just the opposite side of this argument by those who have not 
analyzed, in my opinion, the constitutional implications of the case. 


POWER OF THE PRESIDENT TO PROTECT AMERICAN INTERESTS 


With that in mind, Senator, if American lives or property or vital 
interests in the Middle East, should be attacked by Russia, does the 
President of the United States have the emergency power to proceed 
to protect those interests without this resolution ? 

enator O’Manonery. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I was reading the 
resolution. 

Senator Morse. Let me repeat it. 

In the absence of such a resolution as this, if American lives, prop- 
erty, or vital interest should be attacked in the Middle East by Russia, 
would the President have the inherent power to meet that attack? 

Senator O’Manoney. He would. 

Senator Morse. Therefore, does it follow that this resolution is not 
necessary to protect American vital interest in the Middle East ? 

Senator O’Manoney. This resolution, as I read it, was intended to 
give the President greater power than he has now under any decision 
or any precedent by any President preceding the present one. 

Senator Morse. [ think that is the crux of it and that is why, al- 
though the Senator prefers to use another language, I say at that point 
we are asked to delegate a power beyond our power under the Con- 
stitution to delegate. That is why I prefer the phrase unconstitu- 
tional power. 

I want to hold to this exercise of emergency power in the Middle 
East. If the President exercises that emergency power, in the ab- 
sence of this resolution, would not the Congress at that point have 
the authority to call upon the President to make an explanation as to 
his reasons for exercising his emergency power and the failure on his 
part to give those reasons, and to itself pass a resolution rescinding 
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the President’s action or, in the absence of his compliance with that 
proceeding, to begin impeachment proceedings? 

Senator O’Manoney. I think the Congress would have the power, 
but I am frank to say that if the President used his power, his inherent 
power, to protect the lives and property of Americans, Congress would 
not object to it. 

I remember the famous declaration of Theodore Roosevelt when 
an American, a diplomatic attaché was captured by some potentate in 
north Africa. If I remember the phrase used by the President at 
that time, it was “Perdicaris alive or Rasuli dead.” 

There was no objection that I remember to that declaration. 

Senator Morsr. I agree with the observation you just made. I 
would like to have you stay with me for a moment on this constitu- 
tional thread I am seeking to weave into this record. 


HYPOTHETICAL INSTANCES IN WHICH RESOLUTION MIGHT APPLY 


I want to take you to a hypothetical case that we have discussed 
both with the Secretary of State and with the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Interesting enough, their position is not the same. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is very interesting; I will have to talk 
with you about this. 

Senator Morse. The hypothetical case involves Syria. Let us 
assume that a revolution occurs in Syria and a Communist regime is 
set up so that there could be no question about the fact that a Com- 
munist government comes to rule Syria. 

Let us assume that another Arab State, for hypothetical purposes 
we will call it X, gets into a conflict with Syria, diplomatic relations 
break down, border raids occur, war breaks out, and X asks the United 
States under this resolution to come to its assistance, and the President 
proceeds to do so. 

Do you think under the resolution he would have the power to 
proceed ? 

Senator O’Manoney. He would unless it were amended as I have 
suggested. 

Senator Morsr. The public record, if I read it correctly, shows 
that the Secretary of State seriously doubts that under that hypo- 
thetical case the resolution would apply. 

Senator O’Manonery. Well, there is no exception—— 

Senator Morse. Because there would be no armed attack by Russia, 
although we know that probably, that undoubtedly the revolution that 
occurred in Syria was the result of Russian propaganda and sub- 
versive activities and infiltration. 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, the grant of power in the resolution is 
simply stated. I read it. Section 2: 

The President is authorized to undertake in the general area of the Middle 
East military assistance programs with any nation or group of nations of that 
area desiring such assistance. 

Now, if you want to deal with hypothetical situations, let us assume 
that in Syria a Titoist government were set up, a Communist govern- 
ment under confessed Communist leaders, but not affiliated with 
Russia, or at least maintaining a semblance of independence from 
Russia. 

Senator Morse. Let us take that one first. 
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Senator O’Manonry. If there were an attack by such a Titoist 
Communist government against another state in this area, Jordan, for : 
example, Iran, for example, then under this resolution the President 
would be authorized to respond affirmatively to the request of Jordan 
res Tran, because the general language is used and not the specific 
anguage. 

Senator Morse. I agree with your conclusion, but I think it is im- 


tn 
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portant that the American people, if you and I are right, understand ? 
this, before we vote. ; 
Let me put it this way : If any Middle East country, any one of them, 
has a revolution whereby the people of that wg 9 no matter what t 
tactics are used to get their edbjugatioti or their submission, set up a 1 
Communist government, and that Communist government makes per- t 
fectly clear that it is going to consider itself a part of the Russian 
world Communist movement, and a war then breaks out between that . 
government and some other country in the Middle East, do you think ‘ 
that under this resolution we would then subject ourselves to the dan- 
ger of sending American boys to the Middle East to become involved 
m that war between Syria and Iran ? 
Senator O’Manonery. That is right. a 
[ Procedural discussion deleted. | 
Senator Morsr. Senator O’Mahoney, in regard to what you and I I: 
find ourselves in agreement with as to the power of the President under 
this resolution if any Arab country or Middle East country goes Com- t 
munist, and if that country then gets into a war with another Arab és 
country, the resolution will apply : and Russia can stand on the side- E 
lines. 
Russia would not have to send a single volunteer into the Middle n 
East under that hypothetical case to get us involved. ‘ 
Do you agree? a 
Senator O’Manoney. Ido. We would be very seriously entangled. t! 
AMENDMENT CONCERNING PRESIDENTIAL REPORT TO CONGRESS 
Senator Morsr. Now, I come to the amendment that you propose, 
starting on line 20, page 2: “ 
None of the Armed Forces of the United States shall be ordered into any area ” 
for the purposes of employment as authorized in this section until a report of the 
reasons for and the necessity of such employment has been made, (1) to the Con- 
gress of the United States. 
Judging from your answers to my previous questions, you refer here la 
only to the authority exercised under this resolution and not to au- 
th 
thority exercised by a President under his inherent emergency power. ie 
Senator O’Manonry. Oh, yes; certainly. th 
Senator Morsr. All right. 
Referring to the limitation of your language on the authority exer- os 
cised under the resolution, I am interested in your second point : u) 
If the President deems necessary in the interest of the United States, to the 
following committees of the Congress in executive session, he 
I am perplexed about that. Can those committees speak for the fig 
Congress, exercise the power of Congress? 
Senator O’Manonry. I see the point that you make. Perhaps I th 


should have drafted that in a little different manner. ala 





THE PRESIDENT’S! PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 893 


It could have been drafted so as to add after the word “respectively” 
in line 11, “whose report should then be made to the Congress.” 

Senator Morsr. That is my point because I think we need to be on 
guard against another procedural danger that I have observed. 

Senator O’Manonry. This was intended, Senator Morse, to be a 
concession to the executive branch in its apparent desire to get speedy 
action, so that, under this, Congress would have the, probably have 
the power to respond or to follow the advice of its authoritative com- 
mittee dealing with the subject. 

Senator Morse. I respectfully suggest the additional language that 
the Senator has just himself mentioned, because I think we need to 
be on guard against a growing tendency, at least a growing feeling, 
that we can substitute a committee for the Congress. 

Under the Constitution it is the Congress. The Constitution doesn’t 
say anything about committees in this respect. The Constitution talks 
about Congress, and I would like to respectfully suggest that he may 
report to the committees but that the committees in turn must then 
submit their report to the Congress. 

Senator O’Maunonery. I would be quite willing to accept such an 
alteration of the amendment. 

Senator Morse. I would like to make another suggestion on this 
language. 

Although he can report to the Congress in executive session or to 
the Congress functioning as a committee of the whole, it is interest- 
ing that that residual power no longer seems to be exercised by 
Presidents. 

The assumption seems to be that if a President reports to a Con- 
gress, he reports in open session. But I would like to suggest that 
additional language be put in here that, although he can request it 
anyway, you make it easier for the President if the language is in 
there that he report to the Congress if he deems necessary in executive 
session. This is an old historic practice but one that no longer is 
exercised. 

I think that would help cover my point in regard to the danger, 
as I see it, of committees coming to be substituted for the whole Con- 
gress. I will just recommend it for the consideration of the Senator. 


HOUR-BY-HOUR CONTACT BETWEEN PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS 


Now, on page 4 I would like to direct the Senator's attention to his 
language starting on line 1— 
that if a situation arises which calls for the employment of the Armed Forces 
as herein authorized the President shall maintain hour-by-hour contact with 
the Congress. 

I know what the Senator has in mind but I think he will agree with 
me that that language, if you take it literally, places a requirement 
upon the President that isn’t possible of fulfilling. 

The Senator has taken it out of the President’s speech when he said 
he would maintain hour-by-hour contact, but I think he was speaking 
figuratively. 

What the Senator means is that the President shall keep the Senate, 
the Congress advised momentarily of developments as they develop, 
clay by day or week by week. 
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Senator O’Manonrey. I said “hour by hour.” If the Senator wants 
it “momentarily” —— 

Senator Morse. I used the word “momentarily” just as the Senator 
used the phrase “hour by hour” and I am subject to the same 
criticism. 

Senator O’Manoney. I have no doubt about that. I grant that—I 

icked the language of the President because it was his language, and 
ause it illustrates the point graphically. 

Senator Morsr. The Senator testified on this point at some length 
about these two reports a year that the resolution in its original form 
— to the House amendment contained, January and July as I 
recall. 

The Senator testified of the importance of the Congress and through 
the Congress the people of this country being kept informed forthwith 
of developments and the reasons for the President’s action. 

Does the Senator agree with me that now under modern transporta- 
tion it is possible to get the Congress of the United States into special 
session within 24 hours? 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, certainly. 

Senator Morse. And does the Senator take judicial notice also that 
a President can get from 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue to the Capitol 
Building in about 20 minutes ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I do. 

Senator Morse. Therefore, does the Senator think that those of us 
who are taking the position I now express are unreasonable when we 
say that the time factor is not a justification for a President asking 
for a power that does not place upon him the requirement within the 
resolution to report forthwith to the Congress if he sends troops into 
action abroad ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I agree. 

Senator Morse. There has been some discussion by the Senator from 
Wisconsin, Mr. Wiley, in his examination of you about the need for 
quick action by the President at Pearl Harbor and Korea and other 
places where our interests might be attacked. 

Has not the Senator already covered the point raised by the Senator 
from Wisconsin when he testifies that the President has the emergency 
power at a moment’s notice to meet a Pearl Harbor situation ? 

Senator O’Manoney. That is right. 

Senator Morse. He doesn’t need any resolution for that? 

Senator O’Manoney. No. 

Senator Morsr. We don’t need any resolution to protect American 
vital interests in the Middle East from an armed attack by any coun- 
try if the President wants to exercise his emergency powers, do we? 

Senator O’Manoney. The Senator is right in my view. 


STATUS OF PRESIDENT’S SPEECH IN INTERPRETING RESOLUTION 


Senator Morse. The Senator quoted from the President’s special 
message on the Middle East situation, but it is not encompassed in 
the resolution, is it? It doesn’t become binding within the resolution ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Statements made in the speech are not binding 


by the resolution, but they would be used in construing the resolution. 
Senator Morsr. They show the President’s intention ? 
Senator O’Manoney. That is right. 
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Senator Morse. But if the President does not have his intention 
specifically expressed in the resolution and it is found that the resolu- 
tion is perfectly clear as to the meaning without reference to the 
President’s speech, then the President’s speech is of no value at all in 
interpreting the resolution; is it? 

Senator Ditapaven That is right. 

Senator Morse. Would you agree with me that the President’s 
speech legally does not even carry as much weight as a committee 
report carries in interpreting a piece of legislation passed by the 
Congress ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, if you restrain it to a committee report 
on a bill that has been passed, then I would say you are right. 

But any report of Congress would not attain the dignity of a state- 
ment by the President unless the report had been followed by legis- 
lative action. 

Senator Morse. Except for objections of artistic draftsmanship, do 
you know of any reason why any commitment made by the President 
in his speech on any of these controversial points should not be in- 
cluded in the resolution, such as the proposal of the Senator to include 
this matter of maintaining constant contact with the Congress? 

Senator O’Manoney. Ifthe President wants general authority, he is 
getting it in this resolution, and nobody can predict how far he would 
go with the security of the United States because it would be any 
President. 

No personal argument can be used against the suggestion that is 
made in these amendments. 

Senator Morse. Suppose that we pass the resolution. If you did not 
include the Senator’s amendment on the top of page 4 which requires 
the President to maintain constant contact with Congress and the 
President did not report to us except on January and July, is there 
any violation of the resolution even though in his speech the Presi- 
dent said he was going to maintain hour-by-hour contact ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Unless this amendment is in, certainly. 

Senator Morse. That is the point that I wanted to make. It may be 
redundant but without the Senator’s amendment, the speech is but a 
verbal gesture. 

Senator O’Manoney. The promise to maintain contact with the 
Congress, having been omitted from the resolution as presented to us, 
becomes a nullity, and Congress cannot protect itself, its rights, and 
the people of the United States whom it represents unless it makes it 
a matter of the resolution. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


Senator Morse. Now, I take you to the House committee report, the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, page 7 of the House committee report. 

Senator O’Manoney. I haven’t had the opportunity to see that re- 
port, I am sorry to say. 

Senator Morsr. It is very short. The report says: 

This resolution does not detract from or enlarge the constitutional power and 
authority of the President of the United States as Commander in Chief, and the 
language used in the resolution does not do so. 

Likewise, the resolution does not delegate or diminish in any way the power 
or the authority of the Congress of the United States to deelare war, and the lan- 
guage used in the resolution does not do so. 
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Am I right in interpreting your testimony this morning as a dis- 
sent from that point of view ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Oh, I think that the Congress cannot chang 
a law by—in a report stating the opposite of what the law states. 

Senator Morse. And mere saying that this does not in any way in- 
fringe the constitutional power of the Congress no matter how well 
intentioned the House Members may be, does not make it so? 

Senator O’Manoney. It does not make it so. 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN RESPONSIBILITIES IN FORMOSA AND MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Morse. One final question or topic and that is your discus- 
sion of Formosa. 

You drew a very interesting distinction between this resolution and 
the Formosa resolution in that you pointed out that following World 
War II we took Formosa from Japan, not from China but from 


Japan, 

Bo you agree with me that, therefore, we had caretaker duties and 
obligations over Formosa until such time as the question of the sov- 
ereignty of Formosa is decided under international law by whatever 
body finally comes to decide it? 

Senator O’Manonry. We had caretaker duties under the general 
agreement. among the Allies. We did not regard ourselves at any time 
as the conquerors of Formosa. We were not taking, and had no in- 
tention of taking, Formosa under our jurisdiction as we did take the 
Philippines after the war in the Philippines. 

We were not expanding at all. We took the island subject to the 
decision of the Allies as to how the area should be handled. Senator 
Mansfield, of the committee, I think, very correctly stated the case. 

Senator Morse. As you know, I voted against the Formosa resolu- 
tion, but the fact that I voted against the Formosa resolution has no 
bearing upon the legal distinction I now seek to bring out by this 
examination because I think it ought to be made a part of the record 
because I think the American people are entitled to know the very 
important distinction that the Senator from Wyoming draws between 
the Formosa situation and the Middle East situation, as follows: 

As I understand you, and please correct me if I am wrong, you point 
out that in the Formosa resolution the Congress served notice in effect 
that as far as our rights, proprietary and otherwise, that we had in 
Formosa, growing out of our caretaker interests and duties, we would 
resist with force any attack upon those rights. 

In essence, is that not what we said ? 

Senator O’Manonry. We were the custodians of Formosa by the 
law of war. Wechose not to call ourselves the conquerors of Formosa. 

We were not seeking territorial aggrandizement, but we were the 
custodian of Formosa until the Allies, of whom we were one, had de- 
termined what sort of action in the interest of human freedom should 
be taken with that area. 

Senator Morss. In the instant case of the Middle East, we do not 
claim any proprietary interests in Saudi Arabia or Iraq or Iran or 
Syria or Israel or Egypt or any other country that is encompassed by 
the resolution ? 
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Senator O’Manonry. We have not asa Nation. Ofcourse,many of 
the big oil companies have what they regard as proprietary interest in 
Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and elsewhere. 

Senator Morse. Theoretically, therefore, we might find ourselves 
in a position where the exercise of the President’s emergency power to 
protect American lives and American property in the Middle East 
might justify his going in for that protective purpose. But that has 
to do with emergency power. 

Under this resolution, however, is it not true we are saying to the 
world, “We now pledge American boys to go in and protect the terri- 
torial integrity of a foreign power, Syria or Iran or Iraq or Egypt 
or Saudi Arabia or Israel or any other country encompassed in the 
Middle East?” 

Senator O’Manoney. That is the serious diversion from constitu- 
tional rectitude that you find in this resolution. 

Senator Morsp. It represents a vital difference between this reso- 
lution and the Formosa resolution ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, absolutely. 


FORMOSA RESOLUTION 


Senator Morsg. As I said, you are well aware of the fact that I did 
not join in the Formosa resolution and I don’t propose to engage in 
public discussion of it now other than for self-protection to make the 
point in this record. 

Senator O’Manoney. It created no precedents for this. 

Senator Morse. I want to make this point: I had no quarrel with 
the protection of our rights in Formosa and the Pescadores. Where 
I left my colleagues in the Senate was on that very interesting lan- 
guage in the Formosa resolution, “Such other territory as now in 
friendly hands,” over which we had no authority and which I pro- 
tested as much as I protest going in and protecting the territorial in- 
tegrity of countries in the Middle East because, under international 
law as the Senator knows, I contended and still do, we had no right to 
protect Quemoy and Matsu and we had no right to get ourselves 
involved in an engagement on the mainland of China and that is where 
there was this division within the Senate. 

That is:a matter of record. But it is a very interesting case as far 
as the Senator from Oregon is concerned, because I draw the same dis- 
tinction that the Senator from Wyoming draws between that resolu- 
tion and this resolution in respect to our rights on Formosa and the 
Pescadores. 

I respectfully submit that beyond Formosa and the Pescadores the 
end of that resolution, I think, had some of the characteristics of this 
resolution. We can have an honest difference of opinion about that 
but it explains at least the main reason for the Senator from Oregon 
taking the course of action he took on Formosa. 


OBJECTIONS TO THE RESOLUTION 


I did not like the language “such other territory now in friendly 
hands.” I do not like the language of the resolution which in effect 
means that we pledge American boys, and alone, Let me say to the 
Senator from Wyoming that the Secretary of State will not go along 
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with my amendment that would require negotiations with Great 
Britain and France and the other European countries to pledge their 
boys too, because he says in effect the Arab countries wouldn’t 
like that. I don’t propose to let the Arab countries determine when 
and under what circumstances American boys are going to fight, 
because if, in effect, they kick up a war over there, under this resolu- 
tion I am afraid we are going to be in it. 

That is my point of view. I want to thank you very much for your 
testimony because, as I said at the beginning, in terms of history you 
have done more here this morning in your testimony than I think 
even you fully appreciate. I think you have pointed out a great part- 
ing of the ways in this country in regard to protecting congressional] 
safeguards under the Constitution, and in my judgment, you are 
completely right. 

This resolution is a blow at the Constitutional power of Congress 
itself, and I am not going to vote for it for that reason as well as others. 

Senator O’Manoney. In the name of liberty we destroy the prin- 
cipal instrument of liberty, the most successful instrument of liberty 
that was ever written. 

Senator Morse. I am through, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank the 
chairman and my colleagues for bearing with me. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Capehart. 

Senator Carenart. I have some questions, Mr. Chairman. 

I find myself today in somewhat the same position I do as a business- 
man. I am not a lawyer, as you know, but a businessman and I have 
employed a lot of lawyers in my time. 

Senator O’Manoney. They were lucky. 

Senator CapeHart. Thank you. 

I always ask them two questions: one is to tell me what I can’t do, 
and second, to tell me what I can. 

Now, I gather you are opposed to this resolution. 

Senator O’Manoney. As written. I have offered amendments 
to it 

Senator Carrnarr. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. In the hope they will be adopted and thus 
make it possible for the administration to carry out in a constitutional 
manner the policy it seeks to carry out. 

Senator Cuvawun: Do you feel the situation in the Middle East 
is serious ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Oh, I think it is serious; yes, indeed. It is 
serious all over the world. It was serious in Hungary. 





AWARENESS OF PRESIDENT OF CONTENT OF RESOLUTION 


Senator Carenart. What do you propose that we do in respect to 
the Mid-East situation, since you made the statement this morning 
that, although you didn’t believe the President of the United States 
knew what was in this resolution, or understood it. I don’t believe 
you really meant to say that. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well now, I don’t recall exactly the language 
that I used. I was answering a question. I say definitely that the 
resolution as presented to the Congress is in conflict with the speech 
made by the President. 
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Senator Capenart. Do you still want to stand on the statement 
that you made that you do not 

Senator O’Manoney. I still believe that the President does not 
realize that his pledge to consult the Congress was eliminated from 
this resolution by the draftsman to whom he delegated the authority 
to write it. 

Senator Carenart. Your statement this morning was that you did 
not believe the President knew what was in the resolution or under- 
stood it. 

Senator O’Manoney. It was in the sense that I have just-now stated: 

Senator Caprnart. And you still want that statement to stand? 

Senator O’Manonry. Absolutely. The resolution does not contam 
the pledge the President made. 
[ Procedural discussion deleted. ] 





UNITED STATES AS CUSTODIAN OF FORMOSA 


Senator Caprnart. I have another question I can’t quite under- 
stand, and maybe it is because I am not a lawyer, but you and Senator 
Morse came to the conclusion that we were the custodians of Formosa 
because we had, I presume, taken it during World War II. 

Senator O’MAnoney. We took it away from Japan in World War 
II. 

Senator Carrnart. That is right. We took it away from Japan in 
World War II. Would the Russians have the same argument that 
they were the custodians or should be the custodians of Poland and 
Czechoslovakia and Rumania and Hungary because they took it away 
from the Germans in World War IT? 

Senator O’Manonry. Not at all. 

Senator Carrnart. Would they have the same argument that they 
took Manchuria away from the Japanese in World War II? 

Senator O’Manonery. Well, that 1s, of course, what they attempted 
to do, and what they have done. They hold Manchuria. 

Senator CaprnArt. That is right. They still hold it. 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes, and they hold North Korea, too. 

Senator CarrHart. And they took it away from the Japanese in 
World War II? 

Senator O’Manonery. They hold North Korea, too, im violation of 
the express policy of the United Nations to rehabilitate Korea as an 
independent republic. 

Senator Carrnart. I think you said that you voted for the Formosa 
resolution. 

Senator O’Manoney. I did. 

Senator Caremart. Because you thought it was entirely different 
than this for the reason we had in World War II taken Formosa away 
from the Japanese? 

Senator O’Manoney. Right. 

Senator Capruarr. Therefore, we had certain rights there that we 
would not have in the Middle East. 

—_ O’Manoney. We were the custodians and we were per- 
mitte 
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POSITION OF SOVIET UNION IN SUBJUGATED AREAS 


Senator Careuart. My question is: Do you think the Russians are 
now the rightful custodians of Menswaiat 

Senator O’Manonry. No;I donot. 

Senator Carenart. Are they the custodians of Hungary ? 

Senator O’Manonry. They certainly are not. They are the con- 
queers of Manchuria, of Hungary. They are the conquerors of 

oland. They are the conquerors of Latvia. Weexpressly disavowed 
any purpose of conquest. Does the Senator realize the difference? 

enator Carenart. If I remember correctly, the Germans took over 

Hungary and Austria and Poland and Czechoslovakia during the war, 
and then the Russians took it away from them, and now the Russians 
refuse to get out. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, that is pure conquest. Now, I don’t 
agree with you. 

Senator Carpenart. And we took Formosa away from 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, your argument is that we are imitating 
Russia. Ofcourse, we are not, and never did. 





RELATIONSHIP OF AMENDMENT TO BRICKER AMENDMENT 


Senator Carenart. One other question here. On page 3 of your 
recommendations here, you say : 

Provided further, That, notwithstanding the language of the President in his 
message of January 5, 1957, that the measures authorized by this resolution 
“would also, if armed attack occurs, be subject to the overriding authority of the 
United Nations Security Council in accordance with the charter,” it is hereby 
declared the Congress recognizes no overriding authority of the United Nations 
Security Council with respect to any constitutional exercise of the power granted 
to the Congress by the Constitution of the United States. 

Are you in substance there endorsing the Bricker amendment ? 

Senator O’Manoney. No. That has nothing to do with the Bricker 
amendment. 

Senator CareHart. Well, you are stating that—— 

Senator O’Manonry. I am talking about this resolution. 

Senator CarrHart. Well, in substance, I said, aren’t you 

ee O’Manoney. The substance in this resolution and nothing 
else. 

Senator CareHart. Wouldn’t the same principle apply in favor of 
the Bricker amendment, if it is good to so state here that we do not 
recognize any of the overriding authority of these agencies you desig- 
nate? Is that not what the Bricker amendment proposes to do or 
wants to do? 

Senator O’Manonery. The Bricker amendment has been changed 
so many times that I am not in a position to discuss it at this time in 
connection with this resolution. 

But I do believe that what Senator Bricker was trying to do with 
his amendment to the Constitution was to prevent the expansion of 
security power over the people of the United States, and with his 
purpose | agree. 

But the trouble with the amendment was that it was stated in so 
many different words that the Senate never could come to an agreement 
upon it and many of the Senators who joined Senator Bricker in the 
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introduction of the amendment found themselves voting against it, 
because of that vagueness of language. 

Senator Carenart. Would you be willing to make all of these 
Middle East nations members of NATO ? 

Senator O’Manoney. That I have not studied. I doubt it. 

Senator Carenarr. Would you be willing to enter into individual 
agreements such as we have with other countries to defend these 
individual nations ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I am not in position to commit myself on that 
issue at this time. 

Senator Capenart. What do you propose? Again I would like 
to ask you this question, because we have had a lot of testimony 
from a lot of peop le. 

Senator O een. Senator, I propose the specific amendments 
that are here written. 


PROPOSED ACTION FOR MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Carenart. What would you propose that we do in the 
Middle East as a substitute for this resolution ¢ 

Senator O’Manoney. I have laid it before you, it is printed in a 
committee print with all of my amendments. 

Senator Carenart. In other words, you recognize there is need to 
do something ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Oh, certainly. 

Senator Carenartr. What you would do is, you would amend the 


President’s osal ? 

Senator O'Manowey. I have no intention of blocking a sound for- 
eign policy in the Middle East. But I say to you, sir, with all the 
sincerity that I can command, that unless the United States carries 
out that policy in consonance with the Constitution of the United 
States and in harmony with the Congress of the United States, we 
shall be stepping down the road to the destruction of our form of 
government. 

Senator Capenart. We are talking about the declaration of war? 

Senator O’Manonry. I am talking about our Government, Congress 
cannot surrender its power and maintain the Government the constitu- 
tional fathers drafted. 

Senator Carenart. Your main objection is, of course, that the Con- 
gress should not give the President the right to make war. 

Senator O’Manonry. This is delegating constitutional power. 

Senator CarprHart. And you think the situation is different from 
Formosa ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Very much different. 

Senator Carpenart. Do you know why these Middle East countries 
that we are now discussing and talking about, which seem to be—and 
I think are—so important to our national defense and that of the 
free world, 10 or 12 years ago, were completely eliminated from 
entering into the NATO agreements, why we and our allies did not 
enter into agreements with them many years ago to defend and protect 
them, as we did some 43 other nations of the world ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, it might have been because of a lack of 
confidence in their ability to defend themselves and to be effective 
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partners. I think the fact that little Israel was able to sweep the 
Egyptian Army out of the field was a sort of demonstration. 

Senator Carruarr. Would that not make it more important than 
ever that since they are so important to the peace of the world 

Senator O’Manionry. But, Senator Capehart, do you want to go it 
alone ? 

Senator Carenarr. What? 

Senator O’Manonry. Do you want the United States to go it alone 
out there ? 

Senator Carenart. DoI want it to go it alone? 

Senator O’Manonrey. Yes. 

Senator Cargrnart. No; I do not want the United States to ever go 
it alone. 

Senator O’Manoney. Of course not. 

Senator Carrnart. I do not want to personally go alone if I can get 
someone to go with me. 

Senator O’Manoney. You and I are in agreement on this basic 
matter. I am not making a political matter out of this. This rises 
above all partisanship. This is a question of the life and death of free 
government in the world; and I say when you destroy, impair, or 
weaken the Constitution of the United States which all of us have 
sworn to support and defend, then you are weakening the very object 
you have in mind. 


POWER OF PRESIDENT IN CASE OF ATTACK 


Senator Carruart. I believe that in the colloquy with Senator Morse 
you agreed that the President had the right, even in the Middle East, 
if the interests of the United States were attacked, to immediately go 
to war. 

Senator O’Manonry. That precedent has been made, that the Presi- 
dent has the authority forthwith to protect the lives and properties of 
Americans. 

Senator Carrnart. Do youagree? 

Senator O’Manoney. But this is a resolution which authorizes the 
President to use the armed services, not in defense of American lives 
or property, but at the request of another nation. 

Senator Carenarr. Could you not well say that is true of the agree- 
ment we have with NATO nations? Could you not well say that is 
true with the agreements we have with the 43 other nations ? 

Senator O’Manoney. No; because those were treaties. 

Senator Carenartr. What? 

Senator O’Manonry. Those were treaties authorized by the Consti- 
tution. Ofcourse, we had the right to bind ourselves under a treaty. 

But you have no treaty here. 

Senator Carenart. Well, you give the President the right to enter 
into treaties here and enter into agreements; do you not? 

Senator O’Manoney. I don’t. The Constitution gave it to him. 
But there is nothing in this doing it. He proposes no treaties. 

Senator Caremarr. Do you feel that once the President does act 
and use the Armed Forces, as you say, that you think he might well 
have the right to do in the Middle East, he has the right to continue 
to do that indefinitely without a declaration of war? 
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Senator O’Manoney. Oh, no. I say the Congress would have the 
right to stop him. 

Senator Carenartr. The what? 

Senator O’Manoney. The right to stop it. 

Senator Carrmarr. You think they do have the right to stop it? 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carenarr. Who would be the judge as to whether or 
not 

Senator O’Manonry. The Congress. 

Senator Carrnarr. The Congress would be the judge 

Senator O’Manoney. Right. 

Senator Carenarr. As to whether or not the need was there for a 
declaration of war? 

Senator O’Manonry, Right. 

Senator Carenart. Who would the C ongress depend upon for their 
facts and information ¢ 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, now, you are a member of the Senate, 
you can answer that question as well as I. We are the repository of 
the legislative powers granted in the first article of the Constitution, 
and nobody can take it aw ay from us. We can surrender it, and those 
who support this resolution, unamended, will be surrendering the 
constitutional power of the branch of the Government to which | they 
belong. 

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON KOREA 


Senator Carenart. Did we declare war in case of Korea ? 

Senator O’Manonry. No. 

Senator Carrnart. Why? 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, we were in a war, and as I described 
here a little bit earlier, Japan had surrendered, the acceptance of the 
surrender was to be made by the Russians north of the 38th parallel 
of latitude; by the United States Army south of the 38th parallel. 
The United Nations had adopted a resolution creating a commission 
to go into Korea and to establish a free Republic of North and South 
Korea, and the Russians committed aggression, and would not allow 
them to go north. 

Senator Carenart. We participated for, what was it, 2 or 3 years in 
quite a police action in Korea; quite a war. Did the Congress ever 
declare war? 

Senator O’Manoney. Nobody on the floor of the Senate or of the 
House made any serious attempt to object to what was done. The 
Republican leader, Senator Taft, agreed that what was done ought to 
have been done. 

Senator Capenart. But no war was actually declared. 

Senator O’Manoney. No. I just say that is not a precedent. 

Senator Capenart. I am not saying so, either. I am just trying to 
get information. ; 

What sort of a resolution or law or legal paper would the Congress 
have introduced to have stopped Pr esident Truman from prosecut- 
ing that Korean war? 

Senator O’Manonry. Well 

Senator Capenart. I mean, would it be a resolution ? 

Senator O’Manonry. That is water well over the dam, and a lot of 
blood, too, and suffering. Nothing that we can do now can affect that 
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matter. But let us not make a far worse mistake now, if that were a 
mistake. 
ROLE OF CONGRESS IN MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Carenarr. Let me put it this way: There is a school of 
thought that the President, in asking Congress for these authorities, 
rather than going ahead and exercising them as did previous Presi- 
dents—I am thinking of Truman in the case of Korea—is to be con- 
gratulated. Rather than going ahead and using the authority and 
placing the country and the United States in a position where they 
have absolutely no way of controlling it or moving, the President, 
as he did in Formosa, is taking the Congress into his confidence and 
asking Congress in advance to advise him what they think he should 
do, or what he should do under certain conditions. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, since you made the statement with the 
preamble that some people say—— 

Senator Carenart. I mean it is a school of thought. 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes. Now let me say there is a school of 
thought in connection with this resolution which believes that the 
resolution was introduced for the purpose of bypassing Congress. 

Senator CapenHart. For the purpose of bypassing Congress? 

Senator O’Manoney. That is right. 

Senator Caprenart. If I read the resolution correctly, if Congress 
passes it, Congress will reserve the right—I do not know that it is in 
there in the original resolution 

Senator O’Manonry. You had better look it over and put in a 
reservation, Senator. 

Senator Capenart. But the resolution will say, if and when it is 
passed, that we have a right by concurrent resolution to stop at any 
time we wish to do so. 

Senator O’Manonry. Senator, may I say to you, sir 

Senator Carenart. I am sure, before we finish, it will possibly be 
something that more or less runs from year to year, so you get down 
to the thought, whether it is better to ae Bain to avoid war, if you 
can, rather than to legislate after wars have started. 

Senator O’Manonry. I say it is better to—— 

Senator CareHart. The purpose of this is an effort to avoid wars. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think whatever may be the effort or the 
intention, the effect of the resolution is one which undermines the 
power of Congress and threatens the Government of the United States. 

Chairman Green. Well, gentlemen, I am afraid we must adjourn. 

[Procedural matters deleted. | 

Chairman Green. There are two other Senators, Senator Purtell 
and Senator Carroll. 

Senator Purreti. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that apparently 
my being here and my colleague’s being here may have limited the 
amount of questioning on the part of the colleague from Indiana, I 
will simply file my statement with the committee and ask that it 
become a part of the record. 

Chairman Green. General Gruenther, who was scheduled as a wit- 
ness, could not appear, and we cannot wait until his return; and at 
our suggestion, he has filed a written statement, and there are plenty 
of copies. If they haven’t any here, you can apply at the office of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. It is 4144 pages. I will put it in 
the record. 
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Procedural matters deleted. | 
enator Carrouu. I was going to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that if it 
would be satisfactory with you and the committee, I would be per- 
fectly willing to submit this into the record at this time without 
comment, and then follow with a statement, a prepared statement, to 
be inserted in the record. 
Chairman Green. Very well, your proposed amendments and pre- 
pared statement will be received as part of the record. 
| Procedural matters deleted. | 
Chairman Green. We will meet in executive session at 2 this 
afternoon. 
(Whereupon, at 1:05 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
in executive session at 2 p. m., of the same day.) 
(The following statements were submitted for the record :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WILLIAM A. PURTELL, OF CONNECTICUT 


I have asked for a few minutes’ time at this hearing to offer a suggestion in 
connection with Senate Joint Resolution 19 or any similar resolution you may 
report in response to the President’s request for authority to cooperate with na- 
tions in the Middle East in defense of their independence, peace, and security. 

I am in general sympathy with the purpose of this resolution. I think it is in 
complete harmony with the many steps we have taken since 1947 against the 
attempts of international communism to undermine free and independent na- 
tions. We have strengthened the economies of these nations, assisted them in 
building strong defenses, joined with them in mutual defense against aggression, 
and have actually employed our own Armed Forces in resisting aggression as in 
Korea. Although we began these activities belatedly, I feel certain that we saved 
much of the free world from Communist enslavement, protected our own secu- 
rity, and probably averted another world war. 

The purpose of the present resolution serves these same ends. Without taking 
time to discuss them, I believe there are compelling reasons why the United 
States should now declare to the world, and to the Soviet Union in particular, 
that we will not stand idly by while communism mounts armed aggression 
against the Middle East. The security of the United States and the peace of 
the world are as much endangered by such aggression as would be the freedom 
and independence of the Middle East nations. 

For these reasons, I heartily approve what the President proposes to do. I 
hope you will support him and give him the necessary authority. 

But as I read the text of the resolutions offered, in the House as well as in 
the Senate, it seems to me that they leave out one important element we should 
always have present in any indictment of communism. 

This is our unswerving sympathy and friendship for the people behind the 
Iron Curtain. 

I am suggesting the addition of one more paragraph to the resolution, to be 
known as section 6, as follows: 

“Sec. 6. The Congress of the United States reaffirms its traditional sympathy 
for all nations suffering from oppression and confirms its friendship for all 
peoples living under Communist domination which has enslaved them and which 
now seeks to destroy the peace, freedom, and security of independent nations in 
the Middle East.” 

The texts of the pending resolutions are written wholly in economic and mili- 
tary terms. They are directed against “any nation controlled by international 
communism.” 

In these days when propaganda and psychological forces play so strong a part 
in winning and holding good will, the term “any nation controlled by inter- 
national communism” could be interpreted as an indictment of the people of any 
such nation. 

Now I know we do not mean that. We are not directing our force against the 
Russian people, the Polish people, the Hungarian people, or any of the other 
unfortunate victims of this international Communist conspiracy. Yet their 
unscrupulous rulers, using the keen edge of psychological propaganda, can hold 
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our resolution up to their peoples and say: “See, the capitalist, imperialist 
United States threatens you with armed forces.” 

No oversight or inadvertence on our part should give the Communist despots 
the slightest chance to use our policies to strengthen their hold on their own 
people. My suggested amendment would foreclose their chance of doing so, 

In all we have done thus far in resisting communism, we have always been 
careful to make a distinction between the Communist rulers and the unfortunate 
people who are the victims of communism. That distinction is very important. 
Our overseas information offices constantly make this distinction in their 
daily work. It is the chief means we have of letting people behind the Iron 
Curtain know that they are not abandoned to a tyrannical fate. It is a means 
of showing them that they have friends in the free world. It sustains their 
hope that when conditions change they will be welcomed back to a world of peace 
and freedom. 

Our concern for these oppressed peoples also works powerfully in our own 
country in enlisting support for our policies by millions of our people who have 
sympathetic attachments to the many lands in Europe from whence they or 
their forebears came. 

I think this distinction between the people in nations behind the Iron Curtain 
and their ruthless Communist rulers has already played an important part in 
sustaining the hope and courage of those who, in Poland and Hungary, have 
demanded more independence from the Soviet Union. Hungarian refugees have 
already affirmed this fact. 

In the last Congress we again made a point of drawing this distinction. In 
Senate Resolution 127, the Senate proclaimed the hope that the sovereign rights 
of self-government would be regained by the enslaved peoples of Europe and 
Asia. In Senate Resolution 302, we expressed our deep sympathies with the 
people of Poznan and our conviction that the spirit of Polish freedom will never 
die. 

The Senate joined with the House in House Concurrent Resolution 149 in 
urging that the United States administer its foreign policies so as to support 
other peoples in their efforts to achieve independence and enable them to assume 
an equal station among the free nations of the world. 

The resolution now before you rightly emphasizes our determination to use 
economic and military measures. But it would be stronger and more useful if 
it also included the psychological value of retaining this distinction between 
the Communist despotism and the people who are its victims. We should not 
lump everything together and indict “any nation controlled by international 
communism.” And that is the way it bill be beamed from the free world to the 
Communist world, to oppressed people and despotic rulers alike. 

We should draw the distinction between oppressors and oppressed in whatever 
we do. And since the resolution as presently drawn does not do that, I am sug- 
gesting the addition of the paragraph I have offered. 

There is another reason for adding my proposed section 6 to Senate Joint 
Resolution 19. From the point of view of conservation of oui national resources, 
it is important for us to derive as many collateral benefits as possible from any 
policy decision which involves an effort on the part of Americans. My sug- 
gested amendment would take into account these collateral benefits. 

Gentlemen, I thank you for the opportunity to offer this suggestion and I hope 
it will appeal to you as constructive. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. ALFRED M. GRUENTHER, UNITED STATES ARMY, RETIRED 


This opportunity to submit this statement to these two committees of the 
Senate is a privilege and a welcome occasion. I am most appreciative of the 
magnitude and importance of the problem you have under study, and I hope, 
Mr. Chairman, that I respond to your call for an expression of my views with 
testimony that will assist your deliberations. 

Today you concentrate your attention on an area of the world separate from 
but adjacent to, that area with which I was most recently concerned. The two 
areas, the Middle Fast and EPurope, are closely related. Each is an arena in the 
fight against world communism. At the moment there is a particular concern 
with the Middle East. In my view, the situation there is of direct and imme- 
diate importance to our country and our civilization. It is my earnest hope that 
recognition of this importance will govern this Nation’s approach to the situation 
it faces. 
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For some time past my duties required me to give special attention to threats 

to the security of our country. It was my privilege to participate in the work 
of NATO, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the alliance which our country 
joined to counteract an evident and serious threat. THat alliance came into 
being at a critical moment to prevent Soviet advances in an area of great im- 
portance to our security. This Nation’s action in joining the alliance was one 
of enlightened self-interest. That action was designed for a specific situation 
which it met—and is still meeting—successfully. 

Today the Congress is considering another action, this one too in an area of 
longstanding interest to us. Our current increased interest is a result of grow- 
ing unrest in the area, a potential threat to world peace, in large part fomented 
by the Soviet Union. The action which the Congress is considering is thus de- 
signed to meet a specific situation which threatens our security. I would say 
that the present circumstances, although different in certain respects, are no 
less pressing and meaningful than those which caused us to take that earlier 
decisive action to which I have referred. Our approach in this instance is quite 
different—and in my view, properly so—but there is every reason for it to be 
equally effective. 

There are other notable parallels in respect to the situation in Europe and the 
Middle East. Both are areas of tremendous importance strategically. The 
Middle East is a historic crossroads; that fact prevails today in spite of modern 
communications. The Middle East abuts on the flank of our defensive alliance 
in Western Europe; it constitutes a possible avenue for military action against 
that flank; it possesses important air facilities and port installations on the 
Mediterranean; it is a link with Africa. The Middle East possesses natural 
resources that are important in world trade. These resources are varied, but 
most significant among them, of course, is oil. All of these considerations 
amount to compelling reasons why there must be a free and friendly political and 
economic relationship between the Middle East and other areas of the free 
world; the need for this is mutually important. 

What then is the Soviet interest in this situation? To begin with, it is an 
outgrowth of historic Russian interest in the Mediterranean and Middle East. 
For centuries the Russian has schemed to extend his national sphere of influence 
into these areas. Today, the first purpose of Soviet interest is, as always, one of 
extending the domination of communism. Perhaps coequal with that objective 
is the determination to disrupt these essential political and economic relation- 
ships between the Middle East and other areas of the free world, because the 
inevitable result would be that the two parties directly concerned, each im- 
portant to the other, are weakened. This in turn increases the likelihood of 
attainment of the eternally first objective—Communist control. 

The Soviet Union cannot be permitted to continue such vicious meddling. But 
in challenging the Soviet Union’s incursions in the Middle East, United States 
objectives must be made clear. We have no interest whatsoever in interfering 
in the internal affairs of any country ; we have no way of life that we wish to im- 
pose on any other people; our assistance is not imposed but is granted only where 
requested; that assistance is in no way a means of infringing upon the sov- 
ereignty of any nation. The United States has no interest in filling any so-called 
vacuum; even if one did exist, the United States would hope that internally 
developed strength would resuit in its being filled. These are fundamental 
criteria which national character, national policy and governmental position 
establish as guideposts for our stand. 

We might say then that our essential objective must be the reinforcing of the 
determination of Middle Eastern peoples to resist the inroads of world com: 
munism in their area. If we do this effectively, we meet this Soviet threat which 
is of such vital concern to us and to the rest of the free world as well. The 
threat is political, economic and military. Again, enlightened self-interest will 
not permit us to abandon free nations, this time in the Middle Hast, to the in- 
sidious advance of world communism. We face a wily adversary. We must 
meet him in spite of tremendous difficulties and complications. We must reeog- 
nize that we must expect the unforeseeable to occur and those responsible must 
have the capability and the flexibility to cope with it and indeed turn it to our 
advantage. 

This issue of flexibility is to me a fundamental element of our position. « I 
would think that it would be more than unrealistic if we were to presume that 
there were someone, omniscient but still mortal, who could forecast with any 
degree of accuracy the specific situations which may arise and the actions we 
may wish to take as we assume a larger role in the affairs of this troubled area. 
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Within what I think are certainly reasonable limits, the legislation being con- 
sidered would allow the essential latitude. I, for one, am more than prepared 
to support granting such confidence to proper authority. I would add that 
questioning, let alone denying such confidence seems to me to constitute a heavy 
millstone for us to carry in this battle. 

In my view the proposed legislation is a forthright approach which deals with 
basie issues and establishes the framework for effective action in a critical area. 
This legislation, founded on a sound concept, should be a powerful factor in 
establishing a basis for peace in the Middle East and in creating an environment 
which will facilitate solution of other more localized but also troublesome prob- 
lems in that area. This action is, I believe, in the overall an important influence 
for world peace. 

One other point should be mentioned. Earlier, I referred to the Soviet threat 
as political, economic and military. If we are to meet these several forms of 
the threat, we must satisfy three basic requirements. First, we must be pre- 
pared to back up our position with armed strength. Second, we may wish to 
improve local military forces. But third, and to my mind of very great signifi- 
cance in this area, we must pursue a course which will so strengthen the na- 
tional economies that the type situation which communism uses to gain an 
entrance will be discouraged. In brief, I am suggesting that through economic 
assistance, we may well go very far toward realizing our goal of assuring peace 
and freedom for our friends in the Middle East. I must call particular atten- 
tion to the fact that it is a package of three actions that I have cited. That is the 
way they appear to me—the three necessarily together, each depending in some 
way and to some degree on the others. Removal of any 1 of them is just about 
certain to vitiate any presumed effectiveness of the other 2. 

Mr. Chairman, I regard the legislation you are considering as a necessary 
complement to other actions already taken to stop communism and its enslave- 
ment of free peoples. In my view it is required as an expression of a united 
—— which will be the keystone of United States policy in the Middle 

ast. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN A. CARROLL, OF COLORADO 


Mr. Chairman, I was privileged to be present this morning during the testimony 
of the able and distinguished Senator from Wyoming, Mr. Joseph O’Mahoney. 
During his penetrating analysis of the shortcomings of Senate Joint Resolution 
19, I could not help but wish that his keen mind and persuasive logic could be 
devoted to the amendment which I am about to present to these two important 
committees. 

The purpose of my amendment is to establish a joint congressional cominittee, 
to be known as the Joint Committee on Middle East Economic and Military Coop- 
oe and to be composed of 14 members, 7 from the Senate and 7 from the 

ouse. 

At the very outset, I assert with due humility that I am not an expert in the 
field of foreign affairs, nor do I profess to be a great constitutional lawyer. I 
should, however, appreciate your patience and attention in the consideration of 
this amendment, for it is based, in part, upon your own experience and in a larger 
part upon the reason and logic of a great American who has had much to do with 
shaping American foreign policy as we know it today. I refer to the late Arthur 
Vandenberg, a great Senator and a great American patriot. 

As most of us know, Senator Vandenberg, at that time chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee of the Senate, introduced Senate bill 2202 in the 2d session 
of the 80th Congress, which became known as the Economic Cooperation Act of 
1948. This bill, it will be recalled, was primarily designed to restore the economic 
stability of certain free nations of the world. It is not necessary to detail the 
billions of dollars which were expended in the fulfillment of that purpose. But 
it is significant, however, to call to the attention of the committees, Mr. Chairman, 
that section 124 of the act established the Joint Committee on Foreign Economic 
Cooperation. It is also significant that Senator Vandenberg, in a magnificent 
speech in support of the bill, said in part in favor of the establishment of this 
joint committee, the following remarks: 

“The joint committee will keep the House and Senate here at home in intimate 
touch with the evolution of all these plans * * *. It will be bipartisan * * *. 
It will make continuous studies of what goes on * * *, It will provide continuous 
and intimate congressional liaison with all these undertakings * * *. In a 
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general sense, it will represent the taxpayers of the United States * * *. It will 
greatly simplify the subsequent responsibilities of Congress—when it must deter- 
mine in what degree yesterday’s performance warrants tomorrow’s continuing 
cooperation.” 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the remarks of this great American, made 
9 years ago, are especially applicable to the authorizations asked for in this 
pending resolution. For example, the request for the President to use $200 
million from existing appropriations ‘without regard to the provisions of any 
other law or regulation.” From all that I have been able to read in the press and 
from the statements contained in the Congressional Record, no specific plan has 
been presented to this committee in either open public hearings or executive 
sessions. It seems clear to me that this authorization of $200 million, to be 
expended at the discretion of the President, is merely a forerunner—a token, if 
you please—or earnest money of future similar request, sure tocome. As Senator 
O’Mahoney so ably stated this morning, “the President himself in his message 
(H. Doe. 46, p. 6) seeking this unlimited authority to authorize the expenditure 
of $200 million frankly advises the Congress and the people that this is only a 
beginning, for he says: 

“I shall, however, seek in subsequent legislation the authorization of $200 
million to be available during each of the fiscal years 1958 and 1959 for dis- 
cretionary use in the area, in addition to the other mutual security programs 
for the area hereafter provided for by the Congress” 

Assuming this premise to be correct, can anyone seriously doubt that hundreds 
of millions of dollars will be appropriated for use in the Middle East area? 
This reason alone should justify the creation of a so-called watchdog com- 
mittee, for as the late Senator Vandenberg states “in a general sense, it will 
represent the taxpayers of the United States.” But there is another strong 
reason, more compelling and of more importance to the American people and 
to our constitutional form of government This has to do with a blanket auhori- 
zation requested by the President to employ the Armed Forces of the United 
States in the general area of the Middle East, and for a general purpose as yet 
not defined 

It has been said that the authorizations requested in this resolution are 
unprecedented in the long and glorious history of this Nation Some believe the 
Congress is being called upon to delegate to the President its power to declare 
war. In any event, in my opinion, there is a growing feeling of unrest and 
uncertainty concerning the wide scope of powers vested in the President if this 
resolution is passed by this body 

We know that the House passed a resolution very similar to the one now 
under consideration by an overwhelming majority There is no doubt in my 
mind that there was considerable apprenhension and misgivings by those who 
voted for the House resolution, due to the extensive grant in power as above 
indicated. Nonetheless, to preserve unity and solidarity, the resolution ‘was. 
accepted 

May I add that there is considerable constitutional authority of the opinion. 
that there is a no-man’s land—a sort of twilight zone—concerning the Presi- 
dent’s power and the power of Congress with reference to the issue herein 
above set forth 

With that in mind, and using the Vandenberg idea of a joint committee, it 
seemed to me that if we could not remove the twilight zone, at least we might 
bridge the gap by having the executive and legislative branches engage in closer 
cooperation and bipartisan consideration of matters vital to the security and 
defense of this Nation in our desire to promote and secure peace. 

Therefore, I have suggested the creation of a committee which, with its wond- 
erful, talented, experienced membership, can give aid, assistance, and comfort 
to the President as he feels his way on this perilous journey, and at the same 
time function as a watchdog to see that the taxpayers’ money is properly and 
intelligently expended 

Now, Mr Chairman, directing your attention to the composition of the com- 
mittee, it will be observed that I have included the majority and minority 
leaders of both Houses. It will be observed that in the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, the chairman is given the authority to select 3 members, 2 from the 
majority party aud 1 from the minority. If we assume that the seniority rule 
is followed, we shall have Senator Theodore F. Green and Senator William 
Fulbright, as Democrats, and Senator Alexander Wiley, as the Republican mem- 
ber. The amendment permits the choice of 2 members of the Armed Services 
Committee, 1 from the majority and 1 from the minority. It is to be again 
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assumed that the Armed Services Committee will be represented by Senator 
Richard B. Russell, Democrat, and Senator Leverett Saltonstall, Republican. 
Representing the Senate of the United States, therefore, will be: 

Senator Lyndon B. Johnson, Democratic majority leader. 

Senator William F. Knowland, Republican minority leader. 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Senator Theodore F, Green, Democrat; 
Senator J. William Fulbright, Democrat; Senator Alexander Wiley, Republican. 

Senate Armed Services Committee: Senator Richard B. Russell, Democrat; 
Senator Leverett Saltonstall, Republican. 

It is to be noted, Mr, Chairman, that not only are Senators Russell and Salton- 
stall high-ranking members of the Armed Services Committee, they are almost 
of equal rank in seniority and experience on the Appropriations Committee—a 
very happy coincidence indeed. 

I shall not attempt to outline the selection of the Members of the House to 
serve on this important committee, but I am confident that the method of selection 
is known. to.all. 

Commonsense dictates and wise counsel demands.that certainly the Vice Presi- 
dent and the Speaker of the House of Representatives will play an important 
part in the function of this important committee. It goes without saying that 
they are not only members ex officio but should be included in such meetings as 
they deem desirable. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to express my thanks and appreciation for the courtesy 
which has been extended to me in the presentation of this amendment, not only 
by you by the other members of this distinguished group of Senators. It should 
be readily apparent that I profess no pride of authorship in this matter. Rather, 
I have attempted to reintroduce, recreate, and reapply some of the ideas of the 
late Senator Vandenberg. I trust that my amendment is timely and appropriate 
to the occasion. I leave it in the good hands of this body. 


[S. J. Res. 19, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


Amendments intended to be proposed by Mr. Carrot to the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 19) to authorize the President to undertake economic and military 
cooperation with nations in the general area of the Middle East in order to 
assist in the strengthening and defense of their independence, viz: 


' On page 3, between lines 14 and 15, insert the following: 

Sec. 5. (a) There is hereby established a joint congressional committee to be 
known as the Joint Committee on Middle East Economic and Military Coopera- 
tion (hereinafter referred to as the committee), to be composed of 14 members 
as follows: 

(1) Two members who are the majority and minority party leaders of the 
Senate; three members who are members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate, two from the majority and one from the minority 
party, to be appointed by the chairman of the committee; two members who 
are members of the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate, one from 
the majority-and one from the minority party, to be appointed by the chair- 
man of the committee; and 

(2) Two members who are the majority and minority party leaders of the 
House ; three members who are members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House, two from the majority and one from the minority party, to be 
appointed by the chairman of the committee; and two members who are 
members of the Committee on Armed Services of the House, one from the 
majority and one from the minority party, to be appointed by the chairman 
of the committee. 

A vacancy in the membership of the committee shall be filled in the same man- 
ner as the original selection. The committee shall elect a chairman from among 
its members. 

(b) It shall be the duty of the committee to make and to conduct continuing 
inquiries and examinations into the authorizations contained in this joint reso- 
lution. Upon request, the committee shall aid the standing committees of the 
Congress having jurisdiction over any part of such authorizations; and it shall 
report to the Senate and the House of Representatives from time to time, concern- 
ing the results of its inquiries and examinations, together with such recommenda- 
tions as it may deem desirable. The President shall keep the committee fully 
and currently advised with respect to the authorizations contained in this joint 
resolution. 
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(c) The committee, or any duly authorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized 
to hold such hearings, to sit and act at such times and places, to require by sub- 
pena or otherwise the attendance of such witnesses and the production of such 
hooks, papers, and documents, to administer such oaths, to take such testimony, 
to procure such printing and binding, and to make such expenditures as it deems 
advisable. The cost of stenographic services to report such hearings shall be 
paid at such rates and in accordance with such regulations as may be prescribed 
by the Committee on Rules and Administration. The provisions of sections 102 
to 104, inclusive, of the Revised Statutes shall apply in case of any failure of any 
witness to comply with any subpena or to testify when summoned under author- 
ity of this subsection. 

(d) The committee is authorized, without regard to the civil service laws and 
regulations and the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, to appoint and fix 
the compensation of such experts, consultants, technicians, and organizations 
thereof, and clerical and stenographie assistance as it deems necessary and 
advisable. 

(e) The expenses of the committee shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate from funds appropriated for the committee upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman. 


On page 8, line 15, strike out “Sec. 5.’”’ and insert in lieu thereof “Src. 6.”. 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
ComMITreE ON Foreign RELATIONS AND 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committees met, pursuant to recess, at 2:20 p. m., in room 212 
Senate Office Building, Senator Theodore Francis Green (chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations) presiding. 

Present: Senators Green (chairman), presiding, Wiley, Smith 
(New Jersey), Hickenlooper, Knowland, and Capehart, of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations; Senators Stennis and Barrett, of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Chairman Green. Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I would like very much to ask Mr. 
McDonald a few questions but Senator Capehart is here and has an 
engagement. Iam willing to yield to him for his questions if it is not 
too long, and then put mine in after that. I want to accommodate my 
distinguished colleague, Mr. Capehart, if I am allowed to do that. 

Chairman Green. That is all right. 

Senator Capehart, will you proceed. 

Senator Capenarr. I appreciate it very much. 

Mr. McDonald, is there any question in your mind that the situa- 
tion in the Middle East is not critical ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES G. McDONALD, FORMER UNITED 
STATES AMBASSADOR TO ISRAEL—Resumed 


Mr. McDonaxp. I think it is critical in the sense of possible re- 
involvement of Israel with the Arab States. 

I don’t think it is critical in the sense that Russia is likely to seize 
upon some issue in the Middle East to plunge the world into a third 
world war. 

In other words, my conviction about the Russians is that, if and 
when they get ready for that, they will not wait upon an incident in 
the Middle East. 

Senator CaprHart. Are you concerned that they might well give 
military aid to an individual nation or a series of them to a degree 
dangerous to our best interests and that of our allies? 

Mr. McDonatp. I doubt that the Russians would choose that area 
to give that kind of military aid. 

Senator Carenart. Aren’t the Russians wise enough to know that 
if they: keep Western Europe and the world from using the Middle 
Fast oil; they have gone'a long way toward winning the so-called cold’ 
war, or even a hot one? 

87080—57—pt. 2——20 913 
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COMBATING SUBVERSIVES 


Mr. McDonatp. Yes, sir; but what I think is that their penetration 
is likely to continue to be subversive 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 

Mr. McDonaxp. Rather than open military aid, even on the scale 
limited to volunteers. 

Senator Carenart. Then isn’t it more important than ever that these 
Arab nations and Israel have military strength, such as we and our 
allies might well give to them, to combat that subversive activity? 

Mr. McDona.p. Senator, I do not think that the military assistance 
is of great value in combating subversive influence. The military 
arms which we give I think should be conditioned upon progress among 
these states toward peace. 

Such progress has, I think, not been made at all. 





CONSTRUCTIVE SUGGESTIONS REQUESTED 


Senator Carenart. I noticed in your statement that you were very 
critical of the administration, particularly the Secretary of State. 

As I said this morning to Senator O’Mahoney, I am a businessman 
and not a lawyer. I have been employing lawyers, and there are two 
things I want to know from my lawyer. No. 1 is what can I do, and 
No. 2 is what can’t I do. It seems to me that we have had a lot of 
testimony now on what we should not do or cannot do or ought not 
do, but very little testimony on what we can do or what should be 
done. 

You have been very critical of the Secretary and the administration. 
Just what is it that our country might have done that they did not 
do up to this time ¢ 

Mr. McDona.p. Senator, if you refer to my suggestion that the 
Secretary has'a measure of moral responsibility for the breach in 
our alliance with Britain and France and their unilateral action 
against the Suez—— 

Senator Carenart. Will you yield? 

Mr. McDonaxp. Certainly. 

Senator Carrnarr. Why does he have that? 

Mr. McDonatp. I was just coming to that. 

Senator Carenart. That is what I would like to know. 

What did he fail to do or what did he do that he should not have 
done that, in your opinion, caused that situation ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I would not go so far as to say it caused it. I would 
say it was contributory toward it. 

Senator Carrenart. All right; I withdraw the word “cause” and 
say “a contributing factor.” 


UNITED STATES ACTIONS WITH RESPECT TO CANAL SEIZURE 


Mr. McDonauxp. Nasser’s seizure of the canal. 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 

Mr. McDonatp. Or nationalize it, as you choose. 

At once Western Europe, particularly France and Britain, but only 


secondarily less we, we were faced with a desperate challenge. 
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If the western economy must be dependent upon the action of one 
man with his hand at the throat of the jugular vein of these western 
powers, then it seems to me the essence of our policy should have been 
unity with the other two chief countries concerned. [ Deleted. ] 

Judging from the newspapers, the Secretary of State proposed to 
the British and French a users’ association which would have power 
to bring economic pressure on Nasser. 

Within a few days the Secretary backed away from the effective use 
of the users’ association. 

Senator Carenart. What do you mean by “users’ association” ¢ 

Mr. McDona.p. I meant he proposed that the countries chiefly con- 
cerned in using the canal should set up their organization and through 
it deal as a unit with Nasser. They were also to receive the dues paid 
by the ships of their nationals. 

Senator Capenart. And Nasser would never agree to that? 

Mr. McDona.p. He hardly had a chance, because as I understand 
it, the Secretary backed away from his own proposal. 

A short time later the Secretary proposed that the United States 
put up approximately $400 million to pay the extra cost in dollars for 
shipment of oil around the cape, and for the supply to Western Eu- 
rope of American or Venezuelan oil. 

Within a few days the Secretary radically modified his proposal. 

There were other indications of that sort of vacillation. My feeling, 
one which I can’t avoid, is that the Secretary should have stayed with 
Eden and Pineau come hell or high water, until they worked out some 
form of agreement. 

It was a desperate situation, Senator. 

Senator Carenart. I would like information on the facts of that 
accusation. I certainly do not know whether you are right or whether 
you are wrong, but it would be very, very interesting to me to know 
just what did transpire in those negotiations. That is your chief 
criticism of the Secretary ? 

Mr. McDonatp. That was my chief criticism of that situation. 

Senator Carenart. You say he should have stayed with the British 
and French. You do not mean he should have stayed with them and 
made war? 

Mr. McDonaxp. Oh, no. I mean that he should have continued the 
negotiations. 

Senator Carenarr. Do you know why they went to war and then 10 
days later discontinued ? 

Mr. McDonatp. They used force, I must assume, because they made 
up their mind there was no alternative, that there was no other way to 
check Nasser. 

I think they were mistaken, because had they waited, had they and 
we worked cooperatively together on an economic basis, Nasser could, 
within a reasonable time, have been brought to heel; and in the mean- 
time the canal would have remained open, Western Europe would not 
have been penalized as it has been, and we would not have been forced 
to make the present extraordinary arrangements to supply oil to West- 
ern Europe. 

Senator Carenart. Do you agree with the testimony that Nasser 
had a legal right to seize the canal, under Egyptian law ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I do not think he had a legal right to seize it. He 
had a legal right to nationalize. 
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Senator Capenart. He had a legal right to seize it if he paid the 
owners ¢ 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes, but it was a very technical right that he may 
have had to nationalize. 

Senator Carenart. Did Nasser practice anything in this instance 
that the British themselves did not practice when they nationalized 
their coal and their railroads? 

Mr. McDona.. They were nationalizing British companies and 
interests almost exclusive of British nationals. 

Senator Cargnarr. This was an Egyptian corporation ? 

Mr. McDonatp. That is right. 

Senator CaprHart. Chartered under Egyptian law? 

Mr. McDonaxp. That is right. But it was of vital importance to 
the Western World, Senator Capehart. 


BRITISH EVACUATION OF SUEZ CANAL 


epetor Ng Meyse i On res sper at me Secretary of State had 
anything to do with the English pulling their troops out of Egypt? 
Mr. Diana. Out of Stiez? . a wa 

Senator Capenart. Out of Suez. 

Mr. McDonaup. The impression one got at the time from the press 
was that we were urging the British strongly to get out as a measure 
of friendship to the Arabs, in the hope that that gesture, almost in 
Bevin’s words, would reecho throughout the Arab world favorably. 

Senator Capenartr. We have had testimony from a very, very re- 
liable sort by people who ought to know, that the British got out of 
there on their own accord. 

Mr. McDonaup. That I cannot refute, but the impression is the 
contrary. 

. Senator Caprrnart. I can’t say it is true or not because I do not 
now. 
COLLECTIVE DEFENSE FOR AREA 


Would you be in favor of bringing these Middle East nations, in- 
cluding Israel, into NATO? 

Mr. McDonatp. I would be in favor of doing anything which 
would bring them together. In fact, however, unless the Arabs 
change their minds radical] they would not join NATO with Israel. 

Senator Carenarr. Would you be in favor of permitting them to 
join NATO without Israel ? 

Mr. McDonatp. No. I think every time we make that kind of a 
concession, we encourage a more and more extreme form of intran- 
sigence. 

Senator CapeHart. You have been quite close to this situation now 
for many years, I mean military and foreign aid in times other than 
war, starting with the Turkish-Greek aid program. 

Do you know why the Middle East was not, for exnIb ie, either 
made a member of NATO, or some separate agreements! Neither 
we nor our allies gave them in comparison the same amount of eco- 
nomic aid that we gave Western Europe. 
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PAST ECONOMIC AID TO MIDDLE EAST 


Why were they completely neglected over the years when everybody 
else in the world seemed to have been well taken care of? 

Mr. McDona.p. Senator, what you say would not apply to Turkey. 

Senator Carrnart. No. 

Mr. McDonatp. Which is in that area. 

Senator Carenart. I thought I said Greece and Turkey. I do not 
think my statement applies to Pakistan either. 

Mr. McDona tp. Well, laterally it did not apply to Pakistan. The 
fact I think is that so far as economic aid is concerned, several of 
the Arab States were very reluctant to take it. 

Senator Carenart. They did not need it or did not want it? 

Mr. McDonatp. They did not want to take it under terms which 
they declared might seem to cramp their independence. 

In fact, I think that most of them did not bother to do the hard 
preliminary work which is essential to any useful spending of Ameri- 
can money. 

Then, too, until recently we have more or less let England carry 
the major responsibility for that part of the world. It was only in 
May 1948 when Israel was established and the British withdrew 
from Palestine and we and the Russians together, or almost simul- 
taneously, recognized Israel, that we began to take a larger and larger 
share of responsibility in that area, 

As you well know, the development of the great oil interest in 
Saudi Arabia are relatively recent. 

Our interests in the oil developments in the Persian Gulf and in 
Iran and in Iraq are relatively secondary to our enormous interests 
in Saudi Arabia. 

I am afraid I can’t give you in a sentence or two a complete answer 
to your question. 

STRENGTH OF ISRAEL 


Senator Carenart. Do you feel that this country has been generous 
to Israel ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I think our country has been very generous to 
Israel. 

Senator Carenart. Both as a government and as a people? 

Mr. McDonatp. Both as a government and as a people; yes, sir. 

Senator Carprnart. We did recognize the State of Israel ? 

Mr. McDonatp. We did. 

Senator Capenart. And Israel, of course, was created by the United 
Nations? 

Mr. McDonatp. That is correct. 

Senator Carenart. I think you testified the other day that you 
thought Israel could become a successful nation economically. 

Mr. McDona p. I testified that I think on its record to date it can 
so become. 

VIABILITY OF JORDAN 


Senator Carenart. I believe you also testified that Jordan could 
not ? 

Mr. McDonatp. There is no question about that. 

Senator Carenart. They cannot? 
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Mr. McDonatp. I think no serious student thinks that Jordan has 

any viability at all. [ Deleted. | 
t has none of the elements of economie viability. 

I may add that I think King Hussein, who is a young and inex- 
perienced man, has made a very bad deal with Arab neighbors, under 
which, if he repudiates the British annual subsidy of 30 millions and 
depends upon Syria, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt to supply those 30 
millions. 

If you read carefully the promise of those three Arab States, you 
will see that they have the permission to supply arms in lieu of cash, 

If Israel were not there, I think it quite hkely that Jordan would 
be the source of sharp controversy among the neighboring Arab 
States. 

ALTERNATIVES TO PRESENT PROPOSAL 


Senator Carrnart. There may be other ways of handling the Mid- 
dle East situation. As I understand the proposal of the President, 
we would enter into military pacts with any country that requests it, 
we would give economic aid to any country that requests it. We might 
well give military aid and economic aid to each country of the Middle 
East. 

Once you settle the boundary dispute between Israel and her neigh- 
bors, we then enter into a military pact with Israel and cooperate with 
her as well as the other countries. 

What better plan can you use in view of the dispute and deep feel- 
ing between the Arabs and the Israelis, which I do not think we are 
responsible for, but nevertheless it is a reality. 

What better plan is there to handle the Middle East situation, if it 
is to be handled at all—and I think it should be—than the one that 
is proposed. 

Mr. McDonarp. To make aid to Israel conditioned upon Israel and 
the Arab States agreeing on frontiers would be to invite failure. 

Senator Carrnart. I do not see anything in this resolution that 
says that even by inference. 

Under this resolution, every Middle East nation can say “We do 
not want any help from the United States militarily or economically,” 
except Israel. If the Congress had a mind to do so it could well appro- 
priate $1 billion for Israeli airbases and military help to an unlimited 
extent. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I did not think your question referred exclusively 
to the resolution. I thought you said in substance why can’t the 
Israel and the Arab States agree on boundaries. 


PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION 


Senator Capenart. I said would it not make it easier for them to 
agree on boundaries and settle these disputes if each of the countries 
knew that by request of the United States they could get military 
and economic aid ? 

It seems to me that the situation in the Middle East has to be com- 
pletely rebuilt and reconstructed, disregarding who is responsible 
for it. 

It seems to me that it is like a house that has been blown down, and 
the first thing you have to do is to build the foundation, because you 
cannot build a house until you build a foundation. 
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It seems to me that this resolution is a good foundation to build. 
If I understand correctly, that was all that was ever intended by the 
President and the Secretary of State. 

It was intended to be the foundation for rebuilding a good situation 
in the Middle East not only for ourselves but our allies, including 
Britain and France. 

Mr. McDonatp. Senator, I did not oppose the resolution. On the 
contrary I said that I favored the Congress’ prompt or reasonably 
prompt approv al of the resolution. 

Senator Carenart. I know you did. 

Mr. McDonatp. Both the ‘military and the economic side. If, 
however, I may underline again what seems to me to be the heart of 
the matter so far as Israel and its Arab neighbors are concerned, it 
is quite simple. 

The Arabs up to now firmly refuse to accept Israel as a permanent 
factor in that part of the world. 

Senator Carenart. As a nation? 

Mr. McDona.p. As a nation. 

Now if you do not accept Israel as de facto a state, how can you 
negotiate frontiers ? 


OTHER LINES OF ACTION 


Senator Capruarr. Let me get back to my statement, which is 
really a statement, not a question. 

What other agreements might we make, that would be better than 
the one we are talking about, to rebuild the Middle East and to con- 
vince the Arabs that Israel is there to stay ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I think we could make with Israel and with any 
other one of the states in that area which wanted it a treaty of neutral 
guaranty and assistance. 

Senator Caprnarr. You mean outside of this resolution ? 

Mr. McDonatp. That would be outside of this resolution. 

Senator Carrnarr. We could do it if we wanted to, yes. 

Mr. McDonaup. We could do it if we wanted to. 

It would be consistent, 

Senator CarprHart. We could bring them all into NATO individu- 
ally or we could enter inte a separate agreement with each of them? 

Mr. McDonatp. I think, Senator, that if I may say so, any attempt 
to do anything with all of them at one time compounds the difficulty. 

If you bring the Arab States together on one side of the table with 
Israel (which has never been done) the most extreme of the Arab 
spokesmen w ill be the voice for the group. 

Senator Caprnarr. I don’t quite see that. 

I think you know ‘without my telling you that I have been pretty 
critical of the way we spent the money rather than the idea that we 
should give economic aid. 

It seems to me with this resolution, you are in a position to sit down 
and work out these troublesome things. It is not easy, but without 
it it is almost an impossibility. 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, I favor the resolution. 

Senator Capenart. Yes. 

Mr. McDonatp. But when you pass it, you still have the immediate 
issue of sanctions against Israel, which the Afro-Asian bloe have 
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now apparently decided to press, much to the embarrassment I imagine 
of our Government. 

Senator CapeHart. Let me say that the only reason Israel is ob- 
jecting to getting out of those two is she is afraid of what the Egypt- 
tians will ee and of course she wants access to the Gulf of Aqaba. 


ADVANTAGE OF RESOLUTION 


Unless I don’t quite understand negotiations (I have been through 
a lot of them in business but never with other nations), it seems to 
me that with this resolution as established policy, you are in a much 
better position to settle that matter. 

Mr. McDonatp. We are if we take a position and hold to it. No- 
body is so good a bluffer as the poker player who has a poor hand and 
who is prepared to take big risks. 

One of my criticisms in general of our Government’s policy would 
be that we have allowed weakness to outbluff us. Therefore I would 
like to see our Government in season and out of season, whenever they 
are dealing with the Arabs or with Israel, or whenever there is any 
question of American aid of any sort, say to these countries “Peace 
in the Middle East is vital to you and vital to us.” 

Who was it that said the way to make peace is to make peace? 

Senator Caprrenart. For the first time in the history of the last 
dozen years, since we have been dealing with these international 
affairs starting with the Greek-Turkish program, we have come out 
with a positive program and policy, which is very clear and under- 
standable, and which simply says that any nation that wants military 
or economic help, will get it ? 

Mr. McDonat.p. I don’t quarrel with that. 

Senator Carenart. Had we had such an arrangement 10 years ago, 
don’t you think we would have avoided all the trouble we have been 
in. We could have been able to work it out in the meantime ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I would like to feel that it would be as simple as 
that, but I doubt it. I don’t see anything in this resolution which will 
help to persuade the Arab States to sit down and recognize Israel as 
one member of the society of states in that area. 

Senator Carenart. Don’t you think with this resolution the United 
States could deal with the Arabs on the basis that Israel is a country 
that is going to remain there? 

Mr. McDonatp. I don’t think this resolution very much changes 
that situation. 

Senator CapeHart. It seems to me that it does change that situation. 

One other question. 


RELOCATION OF ARAB REFUGEES AND GUARANTY OF ISRAEL BORDERS 


Should we now put up sufficient money to relocate the refugees and 
take whatever steps are necessary to guarantee Israel’s borders? 

Are those two problems that we might as well face up to now as 6 
months or 6 years from now, if we want to settle this matter ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I think the guaranty of Israel’s borders would be 
an important first step. But unfortunately our Government has in- 
sisted such a guaranty be prefaced by a prior agreement between 
Israel and its Arab neighbors as to what the frontier should be. 
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On that there is no chance of agreement today. The Arab States 
want to go back to the 1947 U. N. partition lines. These are the lines 
which they rejected in May 1948 when they made war against Israel, 
which had accepted those lines. 

Israel won the war, and, in the process of winning it, gained western 
Galilee, widened the corridor to Jerusalem, and gained certain other 
territories which were not included in Israel under the partition 
scheme of the U. N. For Israel, return to the 1947 boundaries is un- 
thinkable. 

[ Deleted. } 

Senator Carenart. And from the Arab point of view not to do so 
is completely unthinkable ? 

Mr. McDonatp. They have been insisting that that is a condition 
precedent. 

Senator Carenart. And then the social aspect of course, disre- 
garding both, is the fact that you have got some 800,000 refugees over 
there. 

Mr. McDona.p. I was coming to that, Senator. 

The second condition precedent which the Arabs insist upon is that 
all Arab refugees who wish to return have the right to return; and that 
those who do not want to return will be aided by Israel funds in re- 
establishing themselves elsewhere. [ Deleted. ] 

Israel answers that this problem cannot be seriously considered apart 
from the general Arab-Israeli peace settlement. 


AGREEMENT ON WATER DIVISION 


Senator Carenart. You can’t begin to solve the economic problems 
over there until you solve the water problem, can you ? 

Mr. McDona.p. That is right, and that requires joint action, which 
agreement to was almost reached by Eric Johnston and Israel and the 
Arab States a couple of years ago. 

Israel has repeatedly said that it is prepared to accept the John- 
ston scheme. Indeed, the Israelis told me that they were within about 
2 or 3 percentage points of agreement with the Arabs on the division 
of the waters. 

But laterally the Arabs have taken the stand that until these other 
issues, frontiers, and refugees are cleared up they cannot agree to the 
Johnston scheme. 

Actually, the Johnston scheme is something which would be carried 
out without raising the bogey of these other issues, if the Arab States 
wanted to begin at a practical point. 


EFFECT OF SOVIET INVASION OF MIDDLE EAST 


Senator Carenart. You stated that you did not think that Russia 
would by military force take over the Middle East, but they would 
do it through subversive activities. Should they take over militarily 
and gain the oil there, denying thereby free nations, including our- 
selves, the use of that oil, could they easily conquer Western Europe? 

Mr. McDonatp. I am no military man, but obviously it would be 
an enormous advantage to them to deny the oil to Europe and to thus 
seriously imperil the economic structure of Western Europe. 

Senator Caprnart. This could conceivably win a war for Russia, 
if it should happen; is that a true statement ? 
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Mr. McDonaxp. We would be tremendously disadvantaged. 
Senator Capsnart. Is it a fact that. the only place that Western 

Europe can get oil is from the Middle East, Venezuela, the United 

States, or Canada ? 

Does anybody know of any other place ? 

Mr. McDonaup. Those are other great reserves, of course, but by 
far the greatest proved reserves are in the Middle East. 

Senator Carenart. I think two-thirds of the known reserves are 
there. Of course, today we, as well as our allies, are using 20 times 
as much oil as we did 20 years ago. Particularly Europe is more 
motorized today in comparison. They are becoming entirely motor- 
ized. 

So even if you don’t think at the moment that it might happen, 
you do agree if Russia did move in and take over those countries, 
or armed one or two of them and said to them—without putting any 
Russian troops into the area—“You go and conquer the others,” that 
would be quite a problem for the world, would it not? 

Mr. McDonatp. I am really not much frightened by Russian arms 
in the hands of Arabs, as long as this use is limited to the Arabs. 
[ Deleted. | 

I don’t believe that the Russians now contemplate using either Syria 
or Egypt, where their penetration has been largest, as military spear- 
heads. [ Deleted. ] 


Senator Carenart. Let me ask you this question. 





EGYPT-ISRAELI RELATIONS 


If Egypt had been given the same amount of money and help by 
the United States and its citizens that Israel had, it would be an 
entirely different country today, would it not? 

Mr. McDonatp. That would depend on the use that they made of 
it, Senator. The British during the time that they were in con- 
trol in Egypt made enormous progress in bringing Egypt up to 
modern standards, but how fast and how well the Egyptians could 
have utilized funds comparable to those that went to Israel I am 
not in a position to say. 

Senator Carenart. Is there a feeling in Israel that the United 
States would not defend Israel against her enemies ? 

Mr. McDonat. There is a feeling in Israel that we might wait 
until it would be too late. Tel Aviv is about 20 minutes from Cairo; 
Jerusalem a couple of minutes longer. 

Senator Capenart. By what? 

Mr. McDona.p. By modern aviation. 

And Haifa is about 28 minutes. 

Senator Capenart. It is just as short a distance in one direction 
as it is in the other? 

Mr. McDonarp. That is right, but you were speaking about the 
Israelis faith in American support. If the United States guaran- 
teed the frontiers of Israel, I think the Israelis would feel quite safe. 

Senator Carenart. This is really a problem. I think the Is- 
raelis are the last people that ought to plunge this country and the 
world into a worldwide struggle. 
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I think, as you have agreed, that we have been generous to Israel 
both as a people and as a government, and we are anxious to see the 
country remain as a country and to help them. 

I have been all through Israel and I know of the great progress 
that they have made. Ihave finished, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Do any other Senators have any questions to 
ask ? 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I have one or two, Mr. Chairman, if 
I may. 

Mr. McDonald, I gather from your statement and testimony that 
you are supporting the resolution, but you do not think it goes far 
enough. It does not go far enough in your judgment because it 
does not deal with the Israel-Arab problem. 

Mr. McDonatp. And also because it does not deal with Russian 
subversion. 

Senator Smrra of New Jersey. It aims to deal with that in- 
directly in section I. 

Of course, economic aid to these countries is felt to be the most 
effective way of keeping Russians from moving in. 


PURPOSE OF RESOLUTION 


I want to ask you this question. 

The position that this Government has taken right along is that 
this resolution is not aimed at the problems that are now before 
the U. N.; namely, the Israel-Arab problem and. the Suez Canal 
problem with Egypt. 

Those things are before the U. N. and Hammarskjold has them in 
hand. 

As one witness has said here, the purpose of this resolution is to put 
an umbrella over the Middle East to prevent Russian influence in any 
of those countries so that under that umbrella and protected by this 
resolution, these problems should be worked out in an amicable way. 

IT would not think you would disagree with that. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I would not disagree with that general statement; 
no. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. So generally speaking, you would 
agree with the resolution as far as it goes but you w ould say that we 
have not gone far enough ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, sir, Senator; but difficulties arise immediately 
which the “umbrella” does not protect us from, for example, the neces- 
sity of making up our mind about sanctions. 


U. N. ACTION 


Senator Smiru of New Jersey. That is the U. N. job. We have 
representatives in the U. N. Whether they should vote for the sanc- 
tions or not raises this question: Whether the aggression of Israel 
with France and England at the same time attacking the canal should 
be condoned so that we would just protest age ainst it and leave it at 
that. 

Why should not the Israelis withdraw with the assurance of the 
United States that their grievances and their position are not going 
to be jeopardized by complyi ing with the United Nations position ? 
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Let me say here I agree entirely with those who say it is inconsistent 
for the U.N. to talk en sanctions against Israel in this situation and 
not to insist on Russia obeying the position of the U. N. in the Hungary 
situation and to allow Nasser to shut Israel off from the canal since 
1951. 

It is inconsistent to put the Israelis on the spot, and put sanctions on 
them if we do not put sanctions against these other countries that 
have defied the U. N. 

I felt the same way with regard to Korea when Red China defied 
the United Nations. 

It seems to me that we are getting confused if we try to bring all 
these problems which you have just discussed with Senator Capehart 
into consideration of the resolution. 

It is all that is before us. We are not neglecting the Israel-Arab 
problem. I have been studying it now, as you probably know, and 
you have too. We have been trying to find a solution. But I do not 
feel that that discussion is relevant to the question of whether or not 
we should pass this resolution. 

It seems to me we are faced with that issue right now. 


EFFECTIVENESS OF THE U. N. 


I get the feeling from your testimony that your faith which was 
so strong in the League of Nations and the United Nations, is waning 
a little bit. You do not feel they are quite an effective instrument to 
rely on to get justice. 

Mr. McDona.p. Senator, if I venture to interpret my own judg- 
ment, I was critical and am critical of our Government’s tendency at 
times to hide behind the U. N. 

The U. N. is really not an instrument of itself. It can function ef- 
fectively only if the great powers have a common policy. It is not 
good enough to put so much responsibility on the Secretary General. 

I think ‘Mr. Hammarskjold has done as well as any man perhaps 
could do. But it is no substitute for an American policy to say that 
an issue is before the U. N. or that Mr. Hammarskjold has it under 
consideration. 

Senator Smirn of New Jersey. I do not think we have said that. 

Mr. McDonatp. The second resolution you will recall, Senator, the 
one following the first resolution asking again for Israel to with- 
draw, was very vague and very general, and in effect included the 
Secretary General’s long list of recommendations. In fact that second 
resolution was so vague that almost anyone could interpret it as he 
chose. 

Hence the Israelis contended—and I must say I think with justice— 
that the-two resolutions were not of equal weight. The one was a 
clear call for them to withdraw from the Gaza strip and from the 
Strait of Tiran, while the other was a very mealymouthed sort of 
thing which gave no assurances at all that the Gaza strip would not 
again be used by the commandos, or that Nasser would not again close 
the Strait of Tiran. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I do not know whether you have 
ever served in the U. N., but I have been there and I know what it is. 
You have to go around and see what votes you can get. The Arab- 
Asian bloc was not willing to make that stronger. 
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The question was whether Henry Cabot Lodge, our U. N. representa- 
tive, was wise in accepting what you might call a weak resolution. 
What else could he have done? 

He was insisting on a much stronger resolution but could not get 
support for it. 

r. McDonatp. But, Senator, isn’t it true that the Afro-Asian bloc 
measure what they will try to do in the U. N. by their chances of suc- 
cess, and if the American Government leaves it quite uncertain as to 
whether we vote for sanctions or not, or whether we would enforce 
them or not if the U. N. votes it, every indication of doubt and uncer- 
tainty on our part strengthens the very shrewd negotiations of the 
Afro-Asian bloc? 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I would not argue with you because 
IT have lived through it. I do not know what the effect would be. We 
have had many occasions where we have been very successful in get- 
ting other nations, especially South America, to stand behind us in 
things we believed were right. We have made real advances. We 
have believed in strengthening the U. N., in working with the U. N. 

We are not hiding behind it. We are try ing to strengthen it. If 
we had acted unilaterally and bypassed the U. N, that would be wrong 
too. 

I think we are open to criticism. I am not defending the U. N. 
because I have been a part of it and I have voted for certain things 
that I felt were not as strong as they might have been. The fact 
remains that if we did not try to bolster the U. N. and make it as 
strong as possible then we would have to consider a unilateral policy 
or possibly a western policy with France and England, which has 
been criticized also. 


NO REGIONAL SECURITY IN MIDDLE EAST 


It has been very difficult since World War II to work out these 
regional security pacts within article 51. This is the first area in the 
world where we do not have some sort of a reasonable, understandable 
agreement or pact. 

We have SEATO and NATO and various pacts in the Pacifie which 
have been bolstering our strength. 

But we find an almost insoluble problem in this area because of the 
emotions of the Israelis and the Arabs. 

We are up against something. Above all we don’t want Russia to 
come into this area. Therefore this resolution is offered telling Russia 
that we are going to be there the next day they start something. 

Mr. McDonatp. I think that is all right. 

Senator Smrrn of New Jersey. That is all I want to pursue with 
you. I do not agree with you that we have to solve the Arab-Israeli 
— in discussing this resolution. That is where I differ with you, 

r. McDonald. 

Mr. McDonatp. That is right. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. Senator Hickenlooper? 
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ZIONISM 


Senator Hicken.Loorer. Have you gone into the question of Zionism 
as it affects the politics and the emotions in that part of the world? 

Mr. McDonatp. I have not. I have been a student of Zionism of 
necessity since I became League of Nations High Commissioner for 
German Refugees back in 1933. 

Senator HickreN.oorrr. Do you believe that. Zionism as a world 
movement. is in control of Israel rather than Israel being an inde- 

ndent political state. That seems to be an impression in the Middle 

ast. 

Mr. McDona.p. Senator, I feel confident in giving an emphatic 
answer. Israel governs itself. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. I am not asking about the fact. 

Mr. McDonatp. I am coming to that. 

Ben-Gurion has repeatedly and emphatically told Zionist leaders 
abroad that internal affairs of Israel and foreign policy affairs of 
Israel are Israel’s affairs, and those of no one else. 

Actually, Senator, the international Zionist movement apart from 
idealistic and financial support of Israel has little meaning. It may 
seem difficult to believe, but it is the truth, that many American Jewish 
capitalists, not Zionists at all, none the less support what is in effect 
a labor state in Israel. 

Senator HickeNLoorer. Why do they do that ? 

Mr. McDona.p. They do it because of the Jewish traditional con- 
cept of the ingathering of the exiles, because of their historical minded- 
ness. To them what was said by prophets back in let’s say the sixth 
century before the current era is present-day politics. 

That does not mean that the individual well-to-do Jew in Chicago or 
Boston is planning to go to Israel, but he feels an impulse to aid in the 
establishment and development of Israel. [ Deleted. | 

May I say that the extraordinary apparent contradiction is that 
Israel is in no sense atheocracy. I can’t give you the exact percentage, 
but my guess is that in Israel not more than 20 percent of the Jews 
are orthodox. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Hickentoorer. But the burden of my question was this: 
The feeling I know is extant in that part of the world, that worldwide 
Zionism looks to Israel as its political as well as spiritual hometand. 
Is that feeling one which creates the fear in the minds: of the Arahs, 
for instance, that they have the whole Jewish world pitted against 
them with its focal point in Israel ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Perhaps many Arab leaders believe it, but others 
find it useful as an argument. 


MANIFESTATIONS OF INTOLERANCE IN MIDDLE EAST 


Senator HickenLoorer. Let we ask you this: When did the first 
extensive manifestations of, what we might term for want of a better 
term, religious intolerance either of the Jews against the Moslems or 
the Moslems against the Jews appear ? 

Mr. McDonap. You mean in recent years? 

Senator HickeNtooper . In recent years; yes. 

Mr. McDonatp. You do not want me to go back to the time of 
Mohammed ? 


a 


| 
: 
: 
’ 


eS 





the 
Jew 
M 
shif 
of t] 
S 
Ara 
M 
exp] 
Ara 
mov 
the . 
Bi 
pop 
fron 
Se 
Mi 
of th 
tries 
Se 
not n 
that 
Mr 
of th 
retur 
final 
Fo 


amou 





-— — = 20 


oe 


or 
or 


of 


THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 927 


Senator HickENLooper. Oh, no, no; nor the Crusades. 

Mr. McDonaxp. No; but it is interesting to remind ourselves that 
Mohammed in his beginnings relied a good deal upon the Jews for 
advice, and that Islam recognizes among its prophets the prophets of 
the Old Testament. 

Answering your question, Senator, I think that the animosity on 
the part of the Arabs in Palestine began to reach its crisis in the mid- 
dle of the thirties as the Jewish immigration into Palestine increased. 

In one of those years I think it reached the total in the order of 
55,000 or 60,000. It was at that time that the Arab leaders began 
either to believe or at least to proclaim the belief that the Jews were 
going to swamp them in Palestine. 

Senator HickENLooper. Now at that time, however, in most of these 
Arab States, weren’t the Jews living in peace and amity with their 
Moslem neighbors ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes; but it was not the same in all the countries. 

Senator HickenLoorer. No; but as a general rule there were many, 
many Jews in these Moslem countries ? 

Mr. McDonatp. That is right. 

Senator HickenLoorrr. And they were permitted to carry on their 
business ? 

Mr. McDonawp. That is right. 


ARAB-JEWISH POPULATION SHIFTS 


Senator Hickenioorrer. When did the real expulsions start? Did 
the Jews expel the Moslems first or did the Arab countries expel the 
Jews first ? 

Mr. McDona.p. I prefer not to use expulsion. The first major 
shifting of population, as between these two, came at the beginning 
of the war in 1948, May-June. 

Senator HickenLoorrr. You mean the war between Israel and the 
Arab States. 

Mr. McDonatp. Israel and the Arab States in 1948. I tried to 
explain the other day that refugees are a common result of war. The 
Arab refugees were the result of the war of 1948. Their flight re- 
moval preceded any substantial exodus of Jews in modern times from 
the Arab States. 

But since then there have come into Israel almost the whole Jewish 
population from Turkey, from Iran, Iraq, some 35,000 or 40,000 Jews 
from Yemen in southern Arabia. 

Senator Hicken Looper. How about Syria? 

Mr. McDonatp. And from Syria, too. Inthe last year or two, most 
of the Jews going to Israel have been coming from the Moslem coun- 
tries of north Africa, particularly Morocco, and lately from Egypt. 

Senator HicKkreNLoorer. What reason is given as to why Israel did 
not make just compensation available for the properties of the Arabs 
that they took over in Israel ? 

Mr. McDonawp. The Israel answer has been that both the claim 
of the Arabs of the right to return and that of the Arabs who do not 
return to claim compensation can be dealt with only as a part of a 
final peace settlement. 

For instance, Israel today feels forced to spend a disproportionate 
amount of its budget upon what it calls military defense. If there 
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were peace between Israel and its neighbors, there is no reason why 
a substantial amount of that military expenditure money might not go 
into some form of rehabilitation or resettlement fund for Arab 


refugees. 

Deleted. 

EFFECT OF A JORDAN COLLAPSE 

Senator Hickentoorer. Let me ask you this: Let’s assume just for 
the sake of the discussion that Jordan would collapse. 

I hear from people who know the country, that it is in a precarious 
situation. Suppose it should collapse. 

What would happen there in your judgment? 

Would there be a possibility of splitting up the Jordan territory? 

Mr. McDonatp. There might be. The Israelis have said, apropos 
of the suggestion that Jordan might become a part of Syria or be 
attached otherwise to Arab States, that they would consider this a 
grave potential threat to Israel. That was said by the Israel Govern- 
ment at the time when there was talk about an Iraq-Syrian federa- 
tion and at the time when there was discussion of the possibility of 
the breakup of Jordan. 

Senator, I do not venture to make a guess as to what would happen 
if Jordan broke up. This, however, I am sure of: That even if there 
were no Israel the breakup would involve very serious strains on 
the relationships among the Arabs themselves. 

In other words, the Arabs would have you believe that Israel is 
the cause of all the disturbance in that part of the world. “Eliminate 
Israel and we Arab States will all love one another.” 

I don’t believe there is anything in it. Israel is a convenient whip- 
ping boy, and covers up deep and lasting sources of division, dynastic 
and personal, among the Arab States. 


THE GULF OF AQABA 


Senator Hickentoorer. How wide, roughly, is the Gulf of Aqaba? 

Mr. McDonaup. The length is approximately 125 miles and the 
width, or the widest point, 50 miles. There are two small islands at 
the entrance, which islands are a part of Saudi Arabia; they narrow 
the channel so that the Egyptian guns, taken from the Suez, and 
placed on the heights on the west side of the straits dominate the 
passage. 

[ Deleted. | 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Is there any international treaty by which 
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and other nations recognize the Gulf of Aqaba 
as international waters ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I think not. [ Deleted. ] 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Do you know whether Israel is now using 
its position to deny ships the use of the Jordanian port of Aqaba? 

Mr. McDonatp. I do not know. I should think they would not, 
because it would vitiate their whole case. 

Actually the number of Jordanian ships which would come to their 

rt would be very few, because Jordan has done very little to develop 
its port at Eilat. 

nator HickeNntoorer. Mr. McDonald, when did you leave Israel 


as Ambassador ? 
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Mr. McDona.p. I was there from June or July of 1948 until 1951. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. January of 1951? 

Mr. McDonatp. But I have been back each year on visits to the 
country. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Since January of 1951 have you had any 
consistent access to official reports or official planning by this Gov- 
ernment or other governments so far as that area is concerned ? 

Mr. McDona.p. Ihave not. [ Deleted. ] 


FACTORS INFLUENCING ACTION TAKEN 


Senator Hicken oorrr. Isn’t it true that there are many occasions 
when a suggestion for action on our part in connection with one 
country may be greatly colored or even changed by conditions which 
exist in other countries or other parts of the world? 

Mr. McDonatp. That is perfectly true; certainly. 

Senator Hicken Looper. And so when one attempts to say that this 
course of action should be taken vis-a-vis Israel, or Jordan, or Egypt, 
or other countries, it is a little difficult to announce that as a verity or 
as a final solution, unless one has pretty full access to other influences 
and other things that affect other countries in that dominolike opera- 
tion which may result from a given position or a specific position 
in one country ? 

Mr. McDonatp. That is true, Senator, but with reservations. If 
you push that thesis to its logical conclusion, even members of this 
committee would sit silent and wait for the august and omnipotent 
and omniscient voice of the President or that of the Secretary of State. 
A democracy cannot function on any such basis. In the nature of 
the case the citizen cannot know all of the secrets. 

Senator Hickentoorrr. I think I would agree in general with what 
you say, and yet I also know in my own experience of cases involving 
other nations where I have said to myself, “Why in the world don’t 
we take this position?” and at a later time I have found out very 
important reasons which appealed to me as good and sufficient reasons 
why we could not in our own best and overall interests take the position 
which seemed to be the logical and proper one at the moment. 

Mr. McDonaxp. That is quite right. 

Senator Hickentoorer. There were other influences which became 
practically controlling on that situation, and we could not do what we 
would have liked to do in the first instance because the difficulties which 
we would create in some cases would be much greater than the possible 
benefits which we might get by taking the original position. 

Mr. McDonatp. That is true, but Senator, if I may ask to be per- 
mitted to explain, my statement which I presented through the kind- 
ness of the chairman at the opening of the hearings on Friday, was 
based not merely upon a consideration of this resolution but it also 
undertook to take into account other factors. I am not one to over- 
simplify an international issue. 

I have spent some 40 or 50 years studying the intricacies of these 
problems. 

The Secretary of State and the President are, of course, in unique 
positions. That I recognize fully. But I would not admit that they 
held so many secrets that the citizen is estopped from reaching a rea- 
sonably sound judgment of policy. 

87080—57—pt. 2——21 
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Senator Hicxenwooprr. Manifestly it is very simple for any of us 
to announce what the ultimate settlement and conclusion of this mat- Be We 
ter should be, just as it is easy for any of us to say what the ultimate Pe 
and desirable solution of world tensions as they exist all over the world ’ 
should be. The Kremlin should recognize the dignity of man and its 
responsibilities as a eens, and attempt to take care of its own 





affairs and not meddle in the affairs of other nations, and all nations ] 
should do that, and we should have peace. tio 
The solution is simple; that is, the answer as to what should be done rur 
is simple. But with human nature being what it is, and countries and no} 
nationalisms and ambitions being what they are, arriving at that solu- pos 
pr 8 the thing that has intrigued the world ever since we have had a S 
world. A 
Mr. McDonaup. I agree. But surely there are certain principles, coe! 
certain objectives, which are so indubitable, so noncontroversial, that the 
there can be no argument about them. full 
Senator HickeNLooPer. From our standpoint. sani 
Mr. McDonaxp. Yes, from the standpoint of American policy, s 
American interests and our friends. | tion 
To try to envision them as God envisions them is to invite disaster. pret 
Sec 
UNITY WITH ALLIES wae 
Among these basic principles surely one is unity with our allies, | : 
Britain and France. [ Deleted. | _ = 
Senator Hickxennoorer. Well, we could have maintained unity Bue 
with France and Britain by getting right in there and helping them | did 
shoot in the Suez crisis. 7 
Mr. McDona.p. That I do not advocate, and would never advocate, | said 
because I think shooting in the Suez crisis, with or without us, was a eet 
disaster. tions 
Senator Hickenwoorrr. I do not advocate that, bear that in mind. | met 
Mr. McDonaxp. But it doesn’t follow that the alternative was for | i 
us to get in bed with the Russians or, as Mr. Dulles seems to prefer { 
it, the Russians to get in bed with us. I think the sin is the same, who- ar 
ever got into bed first. Ch 
Senator Hickxen.oorer. I would hope that the Russians some day Ar 
would vote more generally along the ed that the free world votes. ne) 
Mr. McDonap. They did vote, you will remember, along with the ; ‘ 
United States in support of the creation of the State of Israel. I f fi 
think that unless we abdicate, as citizens, all right, all duty of criti- withe 
cism, then we must say what we think on the basis of the fullest know]- Sel 
edge that we have. I Mr 
Senator HickeNn Looper. I agree with you completely on that state- arae 
ment, and I am not quarreling with you or with your attitude. But C8 
I do feel that too often—and this is not aimed at you, it is perhaps | Mr, 
directed at me and everybody else—there is a great tendency on the | men 
part of a great many of us to rather blithely or glibly say that this Ph 
should be done or that should be done, when often the difficulties or ee 
the impediments in the way of that desired solution are and have ve 
been in many cases insurmountable, at least for the time being. 
Mr. McDonaxp. I would never blame the President or the Secretary 
of State for not being able to work with Russia. That is something Ve 
seemingly beyond the capacity of the ablest man. | test a 
| to ask 
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But I do feel that the maintenance of our close ties with Britain and 
France is an attainable objective without our being involved in such 
an action as shooting our way through the Suez. 


QUESTION OF SANCTIONS AGAINST ISRAEL 


Indeed, at present, I would like to see delay on the question of sanc- 
tions so far as our support is concerned; because I think in the long 
run, without any pressures, certainly without the use of force, eco- 
nomic pressure oats in the situation itself will modify Nasser’s 
position, and will modify the position of Syria. 

Senator HicKEN Looper, Yes. 

Mr. McDonatp, But I would not like to see ourselves bluffed or 
coerced or maneuvered or inveigled into some policy now just because 
the Afro-Asian bloc, after canvassing the situation in the U. N. care- 
fully, have decided if they bluff strongly enough they can get the 
sanction resolution through. 

Senator Hickentooper. Well, I am distressed myself that the ques- 
tion of sanctions against Israel has arisen. I disagree with the inter- 
pret ation the other day here in the record, however, to the effect. that 
Secretary Dulles suggested there might be sanctions, and I think that 
was corrected, 

I think the record shows that he did not at. all. 

Mr. McDonarp, I didn’t say that. 

Senator HickrnLoorrr, No, no. I understand that. But there was 
some suggestion that Secretary Dulles had suggested that, which he 
did not. He was asked in a news conference about, sanctions, and he 
said that we had made no such proposals, the exact statement is in our 
record here, and if the question of sanctions arose in the United Na- 
tions, consideration of the problem would have to be given to. the 
matter, which I presume would have to be given. to any problem which 
came up. I hope the matter does not arise. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hickentoorrr.. I think that.is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Green. All right, thank you. 

Any other questions ? 

Senator Kennzepy. Just one. 

You are speaking as a former Ambassador ? 

Mr. McDownaxp. I am speaking simply as an mdividual American 
without any—— 

Senator Kennepy. Are you working now for bonds for Israel ? 

Mr. McDonarp. T am the ¢ ‘hairman of the advisory council for the 
Israel Bond Organization, which is an American corporation. 

Senator Kennepy. Are you supporting the resolution ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you. 

That is all, Mr, Chairman. 

Chairman GREEN. Senator Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I have a very few questions. 


REFUGEE PROBLEM 


Mr. McDonald, I think you have been helpful to us. I heard your 
testimony here Friday, and in passing over some which ] would like 
to ask you about, in the interests of time, I just want to talk a little 
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more to you about this refugee problem now, emphasizing that I am 
not an expert on it and really do not have much knowledge of it, but 
I have been around here for several years hearing testimony about it, 
and I have heard comments of other Senators who know more about 
it than I do. 

As I understood, your testimony was to the effect that a great num- 
ber of these Arabs just left this area of the country, were not forced 
to leave, that they had a choice about it, and that the reason nothing 
has been done about it so far as Israel is concerned is because they 
consider the settlement of that as part of the final adjustment about 
the boundary. Is that correct, now? 

Mr. McDonap. Well, as a summary, it is not very incorrect, but 
if you will permit me, I might rephrase it in a sentence or so. 

enator Grikiick. If you will, please. 

Mr. McDonatp. I tried to emphasize, first, that refugees are a usual] 
tragedy resulting from war. 

ae Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. McDonatp. I gave many illustrations. That, I think, is the 
basic fact about Arab refugees. 

I think, on the other hand, the bulk of those who left were encour- 
aged to leave by their own people, on the theory that the war would 
be over in a couple of weeks, the Jews would be defeated, and they 
could return to their homes; whereas if they stayed under Jewish rule, 
they would in effect be recognizing the State of Israel. 

Actually, over a hundred thousand, 150,000, and now there are about 
175,000, Arabs remained in the territory which is now Israel, mostly 
in Nazareth and northern Galilee and in certain other sections. 

I said in my testimony that I did not think the Israel Government 
had done everything it should have done about refugees. I said that 
when I was Ambassador, I repeatedly tried to get Ben-Gurion and 
Dr. Weizmann and Sharett, as I put it, to put their minds more firmly 
on this problem. 

They always replied, “What about the 6 million Jews who were 
murdered in the war, who worried about them?” 

Senator Stennis. Six million? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. I caught that figure the other day, 6 million mur- 
dered there in 1948. 

Mr. McDonatp. During the World War IT, yes, 6 million, one-third 
of the Jewish people of the whole world, were murdered in the concen- 
tration camps of Poland and Germany. 

Senator Stennis. Oh, yes, I see. 

Mr. McDonatp. Well, anyhow, as I was saying, I argued, partly 
because my Government instructed me to and partly because I felt 

it was right, that Israel should concern itself more with the tragedy 
of Arab refugees. Israel did make certain concessions. They per- 
mitted the return of a certain small number to complete families; 
they made some concessions about blocked Palestinian pounds. But I 
have never contended that Israel did all that it could have done. 

But I still feel that in essence, the Israel contention is sound. You 
cannot solve the refugee problem separately from a general peace 
settlement. 

[ Deleted. ] 


Senator Srennis. Yes. 
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Mr. McDonatp. I would not minimize the tragedy of the refugees, 
but I think it would be unfair not to point out that the Arab countries, 
aside from using this tragedy as a showcase, have done almost noth- 
ing to help the refugees, to integrate them, to resettle them. 

Senator Stennis. What could a little country like Jordan do, Mr. 
McDonald ¢ 

Mr. McDonaxp. Jordan, sir, could do very little. But Syria, with 
rich lands in the north, irrigated, could take many. Iraq, the tradi- 
tional site of the Garden of Eden, could according to the Iraqis, sup- 
port 20 or more millions of people if the Euphrates and the Tigris 
were harnessed. 

Egypt couldn’t take any, nor Jordan or Lebanon more than a few. 


INCIDENT IN DAMASCUS 


Senator Stennis. Well, in 1953, getting down to a concrete ex- 
ample—and this sticks in my mind, and if I had not had it confirmed, 
I would have forgotten about it—I spent one brief night in Damascus 
and went out to get a haircut, across the street from the hotel. 

Mr. McDona.p. It was a terrible waste of your time to get a hair- 
cut in Damascus. 

Senator Stennis (continuing). To a one-chair barbershop, where 
an Arab was cutting my hair. 1 got to asking him questions. He was 
a refugee from Jerusalem. He told me he once had a five-chair shop 
in Jerusalem and was owner of it, and when this trouble arose, they 
came in and told him to get out. 

He thought it was a mistake. He told them, he said, “Why, I am 
the owner.” And they said, “Get out.” And he would not get out, 
and they just took a bayonet to him.and kicked him out. And he 
never has been permitted to put his foot back in his shop since. 

And he finally left, and was there in Damascus then, and I know 
he got so excited and agitated in telling me about it that the blood 
rose in his face and in his countenance and his jugular vein got large, 
and I got frightened; I did not know whether I wanted him using the 
razor on me. 

I was very much impressed with what he said, and I asked the 
proprietor of the hotel the next morning about him, and he said yes, 
those were the facts. 

Mr. McDonatp. Well, I wouldn’t doubt that that sort of. thing 
sometimes happens. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Well, let me say I went to checking up there wherever I went, and 
I went down to Sectimdet very briefly. 

Mr. McDonap. Old Jerusalem ? 

Senator Stennis. Yes. I learned about it down there, and I was 
back in 1955 and saw this same barber again, very briefly. But the 
confirmation comes when I got on down to Tel-Aviv; why, there was 
just openly talk there about the way these refugees were treated ; 
among all of our men in the Embassy there was virtually no dispute 
about what the facts were. 

And I was told—you gave an illustration of it the other day—they 
surrounded these little villages and ran the people out, and at one 
place, as you said, they killed men, women, and children. 
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Mr. McDonaw. I cited that as an exception rather than an example. 

Senator Stennis. I understand. 

In other ‘places, they had a small artillery weapon of some kind, 
and they just set wp the guns and blew the houses to bits, and destroyed 


the vill : 

I Seinen reatly impressed, and I have heard many others here, 
with this problem about the way those people were treated, and that 
there had been no real offer to do anything about it. 

Now, if I was mistaken in any facts, 1 want to be corrected, but I 
have a very strong impression about these conditions, not the exist- 
ence of these Arabs the way they are there, but the way they were 
treated, ‘plus the fact there was no real, genuine effort made, as I 
understand it, to make any kind of retribution or any movement to 
settle. 

I think that is very strongly in the minds of many Members of the 
Congress here, it is in the minds of a lot of people in the United 
States, and it affects our thinking «bout this entire matter. 

Mr. McDonaxp. I am sure that has that effect. 

Senator Stennis. I do not see where there is any solution; if it was 
turned over to me, I would not have aiiy solution. I am not criticiz- 
ing anyone. I am just trying to get at conditions. 


PEACE BETWEEN THE ISRAELIS AND ARABS 


Mr. McDonavp. Wouldn’t you start to make peace or try to make 
peace between the Israelis and the Arabs? 

Senator Stennis. Well, I would try, but many others have tried 
for many decades, or even centuries. [ do not know whether there 
is much basis for peace or not. 

Every Arab country I have been to, they said the sole purpose of 
Israel is to annihilate the Arab States; and when you get down to 
Tel Aviv, why, I understand the sole purpose of the Arabs is to push 
the Israelis out into the sea. So Ido not have any hope in supporting 
this resolution that it is going to mean anything, particularly, as a 
solution of this problem, although I am glad to hear you give your 
version of those conditions over there. I do not see where much can 
be done for them economically, of a permanent nature; that is, of 
permanent good. 

Mr. McDonaup. If they will utilize the grants-in-aid and the loans 
in a manner comparable to the use which the Israelis have made of 
them, they certainly could have permanent gains. 


JORDAN 


Senator Stennis. Could Jordan do that? 

Mr. McDonatp. Jordan could do it in considerable part with irri- 
ation. Jordan is potentially, so the Israelis tell me, richer than 
alestine west of the Jordan, but the Jordan has been peopled mostly 

by seminomadic folk. The largest town there, Amman, is from our 
standards sort of a Western-frontier place. It has marvelous ruins 
and remains of the great ancient times. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. Ihave been there. But I am talking about 

the country. 

Mr. McDonatp. I know the country has the potential of being a 

much richer country, but not proportionately as Syria and Iraq have. 





. 


of 


by 
As) 


the 
the 
no 


for 


Jev 


cou 
Eg 


Me 


pre 


mea > pre 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 935 
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN EGYPT 


Senator Stennis. What about Egypt; what is the economic future 
of Egypt? 

Mr. McDonatp. You had Mr. Caffery before you. Egypt is cursed 
by illiteracy, poverty, disease, filth. The experts say that if the high 
Aswan Dam were built, in 10 or 12 years, at the end of that period 
the increase in the Egyptian birthrate would have been such that 
the per capita of land for the individual felaheen family would be 
no larger than at present. 

It is understandable that Nasser is discouraged about internal re- 
form and is concentrating on attacks on the British, the French, the 
Jews. It is much simpler and much more effective politically. 

Senator Srpnnis. Getting, though, to this economic aid, what 
could we do besides the Aswan Dam? What could we do for the 
Egyptians ? 

Mr. McDonatp. May I tell you the experience of the Rockefeller 
Medical Foundation? They went out there to study bilharzia. 

They found that it was almost an insoluble problem, given the 
present economic situation. 

[ Deleted. ] 

Senator Stennis. Let’s go off the record here just a minute. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Srennis. Back on the record. 

Thank you very much for your contribution there. 


ARAB REFUGEES 





You say there are about 150,000 of these Arabs 

Mr. McDonatp. One hundred and seventy-five thousand. 

Senator Srennis (continuing). 175,000 of these Arabs that we 
have in Israel. Do they get along pretty well? Are they economically 
self-sustaining? Are they permitted to own property, and so forth? 

Mr. McDona.p. In the first place, they are represented in the 
Knesset by, I have forgotten whether it is 5, or 3, or 4, but they are 
represented in the legislature in proportion to their numbers. In the 
Knesset they use Arabic, which is translated into Hebrew, and Hebrew 
into Arabic. | Deleted. | 

The Arabs constitute almost the whole of the population of Naza- 
reth. In Galilee they have extended their olive orchards and their 
cattle and sheep farms. As to the Nazareth population, there were 
complaints during the first years of military restrictions but these 
have been progressively relaxed. [ Deleted. | 

The Bedouins in the south seem to be carrying on about as usual. 
| Deleted. | 

The Israel Government has made special efforts to build up Arab 
schools. The lack there has been chiefly of Arab teachers, because 
most of the intellectuals left. 

The Histadruth, which is the confederation of labor, has been trying 
to raise the standard of Arab workers, partly for their own defense 
because they don’t want the competition of the cheaper, underpaid 
Arab labor. 


Senator Srennis. Well, I thank you very much. 
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NAZARETH 


You mentioned Nazareth. That is the old Nazareth, the home of 
Christ? That is a military governorship now, as far as you recall? 

Mr. McDonatp. Well, I was not in Nazareth the last time I was in 
Israel, last August, but I think it may still be; it may still have some 
military control there. 

Senator Stennis. I really did not know that that was in Israel. 
Is that on the west side of the river there ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Oh, yes. Nazareth is in the sort of a saucerlike 
— at the top of the not very high mountains of southern 

alilee. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. McDona.p. They tell the story that Jesus, whom some critics 
say was very remote from the world, as a boy, used to climb up the 
saucer, as it were, and from the ridge look down at the great roads of 
the ancient world, east and west and north and south. Thus even as 
a boy he learned much of the wide world. 

Senator Stennis. That east-west road, from where to where is that, 
toward Beirut? 

Mr. McDonatp. That would have gone from Beirut through the 
Pass Ba’albek, the great ruins on the way to Damascus. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. McDonatp. And the other would be north and south. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Green. Are there any other questions any Senator would 
like to ask? If not, I thank you very much for your testimony. I am 
sorry we have kept you so long. 

Mr. McDonatp. May I just—I have two paragraphs here; may I 
read them ? 

Chairman Green. Certainly. 


OPPOSITION TO UNILATERAL SANCTIONS AGAINST ISRAEL 


Mr. McDonatp. May I in conclusion thank the committee for their 
courtesies and helpfulness, and add this final thought: Since I ap- 
peared before your committee last Friday afternoon, I have been dis- 
i by the seeming indications that our Government may permit it- 
self to be inveigled into unilateral sanctions against this tiny, tiny 
state which asks only to be ——— against aggression from states 
which in clear violation of the United Nations Charter and in viola- 
tion of the United Nations Security Council resolution insist upon the 
rights of belligerency against Israel. 

f I may respectfully suggest, now that the issue of sanctions is be- 
ing argued so vigorously from divergent points of view of expediency, 
that the committee might well make the touchstone of their attitude on 
this issue the consideration of justice and the national self-interest of 
the United States. 

Chairman Green. I thank you very much. 
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COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


Mr. McDonatp. Mr. Chairman, at the end of the last meeting, some 
question was raised about the release of my statement, and I think you 
said that the answer waited upon the conclusion of my testimony. 

Chairman Green. As I think I announced at the beginning, all of 
this testimony will have to be edited before it is released. 

Mr. McDona tp. Including the original statement? 

Chairman Green. Yes. 

This concludes our hearings on the President’s proposal regarding 
the Middle East, and we will convene tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock 
to mark up the bill. 

If there is no further business, the meeting stands adjourned sine die. 

(Whereupon, at 4:20 p. m., the committee adjourned sine die.) 








APPENDIX 





JEWISH Wak VETERANS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMEBICA, 
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1957. 
Hon. THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am submitting herewith for inclusion in the record 
of the hearings before your committee on Senate Joint Resolution 19, a copy of 
a statement I submitted as the national commander of the Jewish War Veterans 
of the United States of America, on House Joint Resolution 117 to the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives. 

The world is facing a crisis caused, principally, by the interference of the 
Communist powers in an area in which, prior to 1955, they had very little, if 
any, influence. 

In our judgment the President is to be commended for recognizing the serious- 
ness of the situation and proposing specific steps as suggested in his message. In 
our opinion, however, the proposals in both House Joint Resolution 117 and 
Senate Joint Resolution 19, while acceptable as a floor on which to base the action 
necessary to bring about a condition of stability in the Middle East, in and of 
themselves are insufficient to achieve the results desired. 

Specifically, the world today faces, as it has faced since shortly following 
World War II, a head-on clash between opposing ideologies—communism and 
democracy. The two are entirely incompatible. While democracy recognizes 
and practices the doctrine of live and let live, communism tries to subvert demo- 
cratic government wherever it exists. In the interest of the survival of our way 
of life, we must therefore do what we can to assure the survival of democracy. 

To reach this result, it is necessary that the principles of democracy be sup- 
ported wherever they exist. As a necessary corollary, we cannot undertake to 
support those who have shown they believe in the fundamentals of communism 
in the hope that eventually we will win such believers to the principles of de- 
mocracy. To do this is appeasement, and the history of appeasement shows that 
it has never been successful. It has always created a voracious demand for 
further appeasement with the end result that there comes a time when further 
appeasement cannot be indulged in, and then comes the catastrophe. 

The catastrophe we speak of is total war. In our opinion, appeasement is the 
sure road to total war. By following a policy of appeasement, we strengthen 
the opposition and we weaken the forces of democracy. If this is accepted as 
basic, we can then go forward on the basis of the ideas which the President sug- 
gested in his message on the Middle East, to produce a solution which will 
perhaps eliminate or, if not completely eliminate, diminish the prospect or possi- 
bility of the catastrophe of which we speak. 

We have since the close of World War II made available to the nations of the 
world in excess of $40 billion in economic aid. This economic aid program 
from its inception was designed to bring about a standard of living which would 
be conducive to economic and political stability. These conditions do not yet 
prevail in the Middle East. 

In our judgment, this is the purpose of Senate Joint Resolution 19. 

Repeating, therefore, we favor the President’s program but we urge that it 
be administered in such form as to assure the use of military forces and eco- 
nomic aid as a sustenance and assistance to democracy, democratic countries, 
and democratic principles. We urge that, when democracy suffers a defeat any- 
where, the defeat is felt in these United States, as well as in the area affected. 

Economic aid, therefore, should not be given on a promise of good behavior 
in the future but upon a showing of the actual creation of conditions which 
assure present good behavior. It must be conditioned upon assurance by those 
receiving that they presently recognize the right of their neighbors to exist as 
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free and independent states and recognize the necessity for nations with common 
interests to maintain a common front, through communications one with: the 
other in friendly intercourse and in commerce and in defense against aggression. 
Respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM CARMEN, National Commander. 


My name is William Carmen. I am the national commander of the Jewish 
War Veterans of the United States of America. My home is in Newton, Mass., 
and the national headquarters of our organization is located at 1712 New Hamp- 
shire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

Let me, first of all, express my appreciation to this committee for giving 
me the opportunity to appear in behalf of our organization and to express our 
views with regard to House Joint Resolution 117, 


SUPPORT FOR PROPOSALS 


Let me begin by saying that we support the proposals in House Joint Reso- 
lution 117 designed to develop economic strength of nations in the general 
area of the Middle East for the purposes of maintenance of their national 
independence. 

We further support the proposal to authorize the President to employ the 
Armed Forces of the United States as he deems necessary to secure and pro- 
tect the territorial integrity and political independence of those nations, re- 
questing aid against armed aggression from any nation controlled by interna- 
tional communism, particularly in the light of the proviso in House Joint Reso- 
lution 117, that such employment shall be consonant with the treaty obliga- 
tions of the United States and the Charter of the United Nations. 

We are likewise in wholehearted agreement with the proposal to authorize 
appropriations for the purpose of carrying into effect the economic aid and the 
military provisions embodied in the resolution. 


MIDDLE EAST CONFLICT 


If the situation in this area had not disintegrated to the point where it 
presently is, these proposals might be enough to accomplish the purpose de- 
signed. Unfortunately, however, the situation in the Middle East has been 
allowed to disintegrate too long. Communism can never gain a foothold 
in a healthy political organism. The fact that it has been able to make the 
headway that it has in this area finds its basis in the conditions which have 
been allowed to exist. The conflict in the Middle East within the last 2 months 
has demonstrated the fact that the Sinai Peninsula was intended to become a 
staging area for a Communist base in the Middle Bast. .The threat of Soviet 
volunteers in itself exposed a basic flaw in the thinking and implementation 
thereof on the part of the free world, a flaw which, in our judgment, this reso- 
lution if properly implemented will go a long way to relieve. There are many 
problems, however, in this area which cannot be solved by the resolution 
as it presently is phrased. Actually, the resolution will in the sense in which 
it has been defined by the Secretary of State create a wall around the Middie 
East. Reliance in walls, as demonstrated by history, has been unfounded. 
Take for example, the Maginot Line with the French and the Great Wall of 
China. Each created a delusion which ultimately resulted in disaster. A wal} 
is not enough. The problem always is what is permitted to exist behind the 
wall. It is in this area that we must do everything within our power to make 
the area which this wall will encompass a healthy, a vital, a dynamic area, 
an area of peace where the peoples within it will have equal opportunity ; each 
family to have bread, a decent place in which to live and in which the funda- 
mental rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness are to be observed 
by all. It has been demonstrated that the chief source of friction in the Mid- 
dle East has been the inability of the nations in this area to establish a way 
and a standard of living which would permit the peoples thereof to enjoy the 
fruits of progress as other nations have. Statistics recently published have 
shown, for example, that in this area the average income is the lowest in the 
world. 

In our judgment, it is essential to realize that no prospect for peace exists 
unless the nations of the area can come to an agreement—Israel with the 
Arabs, and the Arabs with Israel. It is, therefore, incumbent upon us in this 
resolution or in any other resolutions, which the Congress may find it neces- 
sary from time to time to enact in the implementation of this program, to ree- 
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the necessity of dealing with the vital questions, aside from the creation 
of the wall of protection which this resolution, as it now stands, envisages. 

History shows that the area now occupied by Israel was the road between the 
East and the West, between Asia and Africa, that when the use of this road was 
free and untrammeled, the nations which it served were at peace one with the 
other and served as the granary of the world. Through their exchange of goods 
and services one with the other, and the development of commerce between these 
nations and the rest of the world, there was established and maintained an 
economy which permitted the highest standard of living in the then known world. 
Today this is the lowest subsistence area on earth. 

At the risk of repetition, I must again call your attention to the fact that 
assurance from Communist aggression from without as contemplated by this 
resolution does not insure the peace of this area nor will it prevent Communist 
subversion from within. Already apparently a new weapon has been created 
by the Communists; viz, the threat of volunteers. So today we have the infi- 
nitesimal kingdom of Yemen threatening to call volunteers from the Soviet coun- 
tries in the pursuit of its quarrel with the United Kingdom. 

As the nation which was ultimately responsible for bringing its moral weight 
into the scales and thereby securing the passage of the United Nations resolution 
of November 2, 1956, we must recognize that that resolution called for, in addi- 
tion to the withdrawal of the Israeli forces and the British and French forces 
from Egyptian territory, on the Egyptians themselves to meet certain conditions 
which they have not yet done. Notwithstanding the armistice agreement of 
1950 and the tripartite agreement of 1950, Egypt has continued to declare that a 
state of war exists between herself and Israel and pursuant to that declaration 
has denied Israel the use of the Suez Canal and the Straits of Tiran. 


RESPONSIBILITY TO BRING ABOUT PEACE AND FREEDOM | F NAVIGATION 


This resolution which you are considering must recognize the f:ict that one of 
the responsibilities of the United Nations and of the United State~, as a member 
of the United Nations, is to bring about a realization of an actual status of peace 
and freedom of navigation in accordance with international law so far as inter- 
national seas and canals and straits are concerned. A failure to recognize this 
fact, and an enactment of the resolution with only the provisions therein con- 
tained, can result only in the perpetuation of the status quo, a status of unde- 
clared war, of unbalanced budgets, of the use of the limited resources of these 
nations in an arms race rather than in developing a better standard of living for 
their peoples. 

We submit this earnestly for the consideration of this committee. In taking 
this position, we believe that we voice the sentiments of the veteran community 
of the United States. 

In our statement of policy issued shortly after the commencement of hostili- 
ties in the Middle East in October 1956, we pointed out that the major questions 
in our mind were “will the developments in the Middle East increase or decrease 
the Soviet Union’s influence in that area?” We asked what would be the United 
States future foreign policy in relation to the Arab world and Israel. We ques- 
tioned whether democracy, as represented by Israel, would lose or gain ground. 
We asked whether the United Nations would gain in power and prestige by its 
actions in the Middle East. We took certain definite positions. We supported 
the action of our Government and the United Nations in their efforts to bring 
about a real peace in the Middle East. We stated that we stood by Israel in its 
effort to negotiate a real and lasting peace with its neighbors, and we deplored the 
closing of the Suez Canal to ships of any nations. 

At their annual conventions, the Veterans of Foreign of Wars and the American 
Legion took certain positions with regard to the denial of the use of the facilities 
of the Suez Canal to any nation and declared that such denial was not consistent 
with world peace and with the obligations imposed by the Charter of the United 
Nations. 


COMMUNIST PRACTICES 


What I have discussed and the suggestions that I have made thus far deal 
primarily with the future. I have deliberately refrained from discussing the 
present situation, particularly the present manifestations of Communist practices 
including some borrowed from the Nazis. 

We are witnessing a revival of the practices of the Nazis from 1932 to 1938, a 
practice which in subsequent years resulted in genocide. This was the pattern 
which preceded Hitler’s attempt for world conquest. Henchmen of Hitler, of 
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Goebbels, and of Goering have been identified as the Egyptian advisers. This 
technique, as we now know, was adopted by the Communists in their anti-Semitic 
campaign which resulted in the murder of thousands based simply on the fact 
that they were Jewish. Is Egypt to be the scene of another Buchenwald and 
Dachau? Can the world, can the United States, witness this without calling for 
an immediate cessation of these practices? Are people to be deported in the 
fashion which Egypt is deporting the Jews resident in that country for genera- 
tions, deprived of everything they own, and thrown on the charity of a world? 
Remember that all doors are closed to them execpt one—Israel. And how con- 
Sistent is it to allow this practice to continue, and, at the same time, permit 
Egypt and the other Arab nations to say, as they have said since 1948, that Israel 
must be destroyed? 

I submit that while this resolution may not have as its primary objective the 
relief of this condition, it cannot be consistent with the future peace of this area 
and the world to permit these deportations and deprivations and threats of 
genocide to hang over the heads of these people. Some way must be found for 
the will of the world as declared by its instrumentality, the United Nations, to 
become effective. 





STATEMENT OF J. ASHTON GREENE 


[In a letter to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations dated January 11, 
1957, Mr. Greene indicated his desire to testify before the committee on the 
resolution on the Middle East. Mr. Marcy’s telegram to which Mr. Greene 
refers, dated January 28, 1957, invited him te appear, along with other wit- 
nesses, on February 4.] 

Gentlemen of the Senate Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed Services, 
I was pleased to receive the telegram from Mr. Carl Marcy, chief of staff, Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, asking me to present my testimony on Senate Joint 
Resolution 19. First, before going into my testimony, I want the committees to 
know of my interests and background in this particular resolution. My business 
is foreign trade; my firm was, and still is, vitally concerned in the Suez artery. 
We have shipping problems in the eastern Mediterranean as well as in the Per- 
sian Gulf area. In short, we do business with this area, and it is in the capacity 
of a businessman that I am here today. 

My background might also be instructive of my general interest in the Near 
East. Since 1946 I have been a student of international affairs, first at the 
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, and then at Princeton and Oxford, I 
wrote my master’s thesis on the Polities of World Oil while at Princeton, 

It is a rare privilege to be asked to testify. I hope the committees will see fit 
to call other Louisianians to Washington in this great debate. 

I will try to be brief in my written testimony and expand on the points raised 
in the open hearings. 

Last August 20, Time magazine printed my letter to the editor: 

“International law or comity, or what have you, Nasser has made fools of the 
United States, Britain, France, and the West. United States Middle East policy 
is moribund, delinquent, and outdated.” 

I assume you gentlemen are of almost the same opinion, else we wouldn’t be 
here today. 

My testimony will center about, first, the economic proposals, and second, the 
political proposals. 

I will call my overall proposals a blueprint do-it-yourself policy. In Ameri- 
can diplomacy, we have had the Monroe Doctrine, Dollar Diplomacy, the Open 
Door policy, the Good Neighbor policy, the Massive Retaliation policy, etc, 

Now I am calling for a do-it-yourself policy. It has had a long history 
domestically. Now let’s try it abroad. 


MIDDLE EAST EXPORT-IMPORT BANK PROPOSED 


On the economie side, I propose that a Middle East export-import bank be 
set up with directors chosen equally by the American-British-French-Dutch oil 
consortiums and by the Arab oil, gas, and pipeline States. The Israelis will have 
the right to borrow from this bank and will have an observer, but will not, in the 
initial stages, have representation on the board. Funds for the bank will come 
from the oil companies who will contribute a pro rata share based on their 
oil-gas production, and from the Arab States themselves who will contribute pro 
rata shares based on oil-gas productions in their respective states and pipelines 
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running through their territories. Lending functions will be similar to those 
of the United States version. Worthwhile projects and needed imports will be 
channeled through this banking institution. The United States, indeed, could 
give a helping hand (not a glad hand) in furnishing technical assistance in the 
initial stages. But from beginning to end, this should be, in my opinion, an 
Arab oil company affair. It should also be the beginning of a more self-reliant 
future for these peoples, whe have often shunned American aid. My policy 
here is based on the old and simple idea that it is much better to help people 
help themselves than to give them charity. 

I have observed over the course of the last eventful 6 or 8 months that even 
with all the foreign aid we dispensed in Britain and France since 1945, we still 
were not able to win these two nations to our position against aggressive action 
in Egypt. 

POLITICAL PROPOSALS 


Now for my political proposals: 

No amount of hard words and pious resolutions will stop the Israeli-Arab 
controversy. There has to be a genuine desire for peace on the part of both 
peoples. However, a little prodding -might-assist this genuine desire. I suggest 
(1) the United States, outside of congressional resolution, let it be known as 
diplomatically as possible that Israel will have to develop a good-neighbor policy, 
or else the United States cannot guarantee its territorial and administrative 
integrity. 

(2) By the same token, the United States must let it be known in the Arab 
world that it will always, when requested, protect Arab vital interests (as they 
interpret their own vital interests) against encroachments from within its area 
and from without. This should give the Arabs needed security, and help Israeli 
embark on & more constructive policy. The Arabs and Jews, it might be noted 
parenthetically, both Semitic peoples, have lived and worked together for 
thousands of years. ‘They are not natural enemies, if such a concept is recog- 
nized. 

Just in passing, I will call to your attention the old Arab diplomatic game 
of playing one side off against the other. They have been fairly successful at it, 
too. Perhaps today we should take another look, a long look, to see if this old 
game is being played in an unbalanced way; also if the Arab people know that 
the stakes are higher and the changes more dangerous. 

I have not had the thorough briefings you have had on Communist infiltration 
into the area. Nor have I any inside information on possible and future strate- 
gies involving these peoples. I would say, however, that the Communists appear 
to have their own hands full handling the satellites and China to be bothered 
with more demanding commitments in the Middle East. I would offer also that 
if the ruling cliques wanted vacuums to develop, vacuums would develop. 


PACTS 


(3) With all due respect, I must say that in my opinion the Baghdad Pact 
and ‘all such aggressive pacts with Middle East powers are paper fictions and 
a standing joke since Britain attacked Egypt. Please, no more of this variety. 
Take note also of the divisive influences at work between the NATO powers, and 
also our allies, the Greeks and Turks vis-a-vis Cyprus. The upper tier pacts, 
as SEATO pacts and other pacts are useless without a raison d’étre. 

The Arab people as the leadership have not found in the American people 
a ¢ongenial friend with the same interests and common purposes. Looked at 
from their’point of view, our intentions in the area might be just as suspect 
as the Russian, ‘ Indeed, more so, since our supposed allies, Britain and France, 
attacked Egypt,’ while the Russians posed as their great friend and offered 
tangible aid. 

A POLITICAL HELPING HAND 


Politically, we can’t offer these people our way of life, or our democratic 
{deals. Surely we can show them that we are friendly, this administration, but 
what. about the next and the next. The Arab leaders now appreciate the 
vagaries of American politics. 

I say, let the Arabs choose the best course of action in harmony with their 
great past. I know from a study of their history that they are anti-Communist. 
I know also they have had a glorious history, that they have inherent dignity. 
{ think the Eisenhower administration by its recent actions proved that it has 
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a decent respect for the problems of these peoples. However, I think a great 
deal has to be done in the field of encouraging them toward more democratic 
action, toward a more positive, affirmative future. In short, let’s give them a 
political helping hand, the same we would expect were we in their place. Let’s 
don’t make satellites out of them. Nor do we have to give them the glad hand. 


OPPOSITION TO SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 19 


With the above in mind, I want it known that I oppose Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 19. I submit that our national interest would not be served by its passage. 
I sincerely hope that my thoughts above and as given in oral testimony will 
serve to guide these committees siting jointly to decisive, productive action in 
the interest of all Americans. 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS, BY Dr. ISRAEL GOLDSTEIN, 
PRESIDENT 


The American Jewish Congress, speaking on behalf of 300,000 individual and 
athiliated members, is a voluntary association of American Jews committed to the 
twofold and for us inseparable purpose of defending American democracy and 
preserving our Jewish heritage. 


POCTRINE DOESN’T ADDRESS BASIC CONFLICTS 


1. Having always been opposed to communism, fascism, and all other forms of 
totalitarian seciety, the American Jewish Congress welcomes President Eisen- 
hower’s proposals for the Middle East, insofar as they are intended to protect the 
countries of that area from Communist armed aggression. But, inasmuch as 
that area is threatened less by Communist armed aggression than by Communist 
subversion feeding upon unsolved intraregional problems, we must regard the 
so-called Eisenhower doctrine as satisfactory only if it is a first step in the 
formulation of an overall and effective American policy for the Middle Hast. 

2. In our view, the doctrine as presently proposed is inadequate because it does 
not address itself to the basie conflicts in the Middle East. In its present form. 
the doctrine fails to recognize the existence of such exacerbating problems as 
the blockade of the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba, the Palestine refugees and 
the conflict between Israel and the Arab states. Yet it is these very problems 
which served as a pretext for the penetration of Soviet power into the area and 
which continue to provide the opportunity for expanded Communist influence 
through infiltration, subversion, and antidemocratic propaganda. 


UNCLEAR PROVISIONS 


3. Specifically, we would urge the Senate to consider the following weaknesses 
and unclear provisions of Senate Joint Resolution 19, as it has been explained by 
the Secretary of State. 

4. In previous testimony, Mr. Dulles stated that the appearance of Communist- 
bloc “volunteers” in any Middle Eastern country, at the latter’s invitation, would 
not be considered an act of overt aggression and would thus not necessitate 
armed action by the United States under the Eisenhower doctrine. This inter- 
pretation would seem to increase rather than decrease the danger of Soviet 
intrusion into the region. 

5. The Hisenhower doctrine leaves unanswered the question of the point at 
which the United States will consider a nation to be “controlled by international 
communism.” As presently elaborated, the doctrine does not provide for the use 
of American armed forces in the event that an Arab country were to adopt 
foreign and domestic polities indistinguishable from those of the Soviets and 
then were openly to attack Israel or another nation in the Middle East. 


MILITARY AID TO ISRAEL 


6. Although section 2 of Senate Joint Resolution 19 would authorize t:e Presi- 
dent “to undertake * * * military assistance programs” with nations in the 
Middle Bast, Mr. Dulles testified before the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
that the United States has “no present intention” of supplying large-scale mili- 
tary aid to Israel. The Soviet Union and its satellites, on the other hand, have 
not renounced their intention of continuing arms shipments to the Arab States. 
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Thus the new American program will apparently do nothing to redress the exist- 
ing arms imbalance which is such an important component of Middle East 
tensions. 

A curious and inequitable series of consequences is thus facilitated by the 
Bisenhower doctrine. It is tragically evident that Arab states, such as Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Jordan, and other members of the Arab League, which, according 
to Mr. Dulles, may receive military assistance, could in no conceivable circum- 
stances effectively resist Communist armed aggression. But such military goods 
can be employed by these nations only against each other or jointly against 
Israel. On the other hand, the democracy of Israel, which is the only state 
avowedly committed to the democratic West, and which is the object of Soviet 
hostility, is apparently disqualified from such military assistance. What emerges 
realistically from Mr. Dulles’ interpretation of the Eisenhower doctrine is the 
fact that Israel will be penalized because it is committed to democracy and 
opposed to the Soviets while the surrounding Arab States are eligible for reward 
because their friendship to the United States is questionable. Such a proposal, 
far from allaying Mideast tensions and conflicts, can serve only to aggravate them. 


ECONOMIC AID 


7. With regard to economic aid to the Middle Hast, section 3 of Senate Joint 
Resolution 19 would authorize President Eisenhower to use already appropriated 
Mutual Security Act funds for military and economic purposes up to $200 mil- 
lion “without regard to the provisions of any other law or regulation * * *.” 
Thus far, the administration has indicated only two limitations in the Mutual 
Security Act which are deemed burdensome and from which it therefore wishes 
to be free. The first requires that 80 percent of the funds for “development 
assistance” be obligated by April 30 of any fiscal year; the second requires that 
80 percent of development assistance funds be made available in the form of 


loans, not grants. 
MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROHIBITION 


8. There is, however, an additional limitation to the Mutual Security Act not 
publicly mentioned by the administration. That is the prohibition upon Ameri- 
ean military assistance to any nation unless the President is satisfied ‘that 
such equipment and materials will not be used to undertake any act of aggression 
against any nation” (22 U. S. C. A. 1815). President Eisenhower’s insistence 
upon freedom from the restrictions of the act raises the question whether the 
United States is contemplating the granting of increased aid to the Arab States 
wihout first obtaining ironclad assurances that these states will not attack 
either each other or Israel. 

9. In effect, Congress is being asked to write a $200 million check to be em- 
ployed for unspecified projects and in a manner not subject to the usual controls 
exercised by the National Legislature. Thus, the American people will have no 
way of knowing under what safeguards this vast sum of money is to be used. 
They will not know whether it will be employed to finance the Aswan Dam 
or to repair the wantonly wrecked Syrian oil pipelines or to pay Egypt, Syria, 
and Saudi Arabia for the economic dislocations caused by Egypt’s blockade 
of the Suez Canal or to grant economic aid to Saudi Arabia, very little of whose 
huge oil royalties are now used for the social and economic betterment of 
the Saudi Arabian people. 

MAKING AID CONDITIONAL 


10. Perhaps the greatest single shortcoming of the Eisenhower doctrine is 
the lack of any requirement that an Arab government, in order to qualify for 
American military or economic aid, must first publicly renounce its proclaimed 
intention to destroy Israel and must give tangible evidence of its willingness 
to negotiate a peace settlement with Israel. Our Government should declare 
its readiness to assist the parties in reaching a mutually acceptable settlement 
by means of a firm guaranty of their borders, economic aid for regional develop- 
ment, and financial assistance to help solve the Arab refugee problem. 


RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 


11. In view of the reservations noted above, we believe that Senate Joint 
Resolution 19 needs substantial revision if it is to achieve the purpose envisaged 
by the Eisenhower doctrine. We believe that the following amendments should 
be incorporated in Senate Joint Resolution 19 in order adequately to protect 
our national interests and secure peace and stability in the Mideast. 
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We, like Senator Mansfield, believe that the resolution should call upon the 
United Nations General Assembly to establish a special commission on arms traffic 
in the Middle East which would recommend measures to regulate the flow of mili- 
tary material into that region. Such a proposal is necessary in order to deal with 
the problem of the furnishing of arms by Soviet satellites to Arab countries. 
These Soviet arms increase fear and hostility among the various rival Arab 
countries, of course, are a threat to Israel and the United States interests in 
that area. It is not enough merely to supplant the Soviet regime as arms 
purveyor. 

In our view, the resolution should not authorize large-scale economic aid with- 
out congression.! approval of the purpose for which such aid is granted. 

The administration’s proposal requests authorization for such expenditures 
whenever the President determines that they are “important to the security of 
the United States.” A more precise qualification is needed. It should set forth 
the conditions for the furnishing of such aid; namely, when the recipient agrees 
to cease acts of belligerency and when, to use Senate: Mansfield’s language, such 
aid will “facilitate a settlement of the Suez dispute and the Arab-Israel conflict 
and otherwise promote stability in the Middle East and the peaceful progress of 
the nations of that area.” 

The resolution should therefore declare that the welfare of the United States 
is related both to the prevention of further hostilities in the Mideast and the 
free passage of ships of all nations through the Suez Canal. The present uneasy 
truce in that region will be short-lived if there is no lasting settlement and if 
economic instability in the region persists. 

Thus amended, the resolution would address itself to existing problems and 
not to remote contingencies. It would define two major objectives of American 
foreign policy in the Middle East: the exclusion of Communist influence and the 
end of hostilities in the area through the establishment of economic and military 
stability and the freedom of international waterways. 

The resolution introduced by Senator Mansfield commends itself in another 
regard. While it incorporates the core proposal of S. J. Res. 19 namely, the 
warning to the U. S. S. R., her allies and her satellites that “The United States 
is prepared to use armed forces to assist any nation or group of nations request- 
ing assistance against armed aggression from any country controlled by inter- 
national communism * * *,” it avoids the pitfalls of the Joint Resolution where- 
by the United States may become a munition supplier for some countries while 
refusing similar supplies for others. It proposes that the appropriations under 
the Mutual Security Act may be furnished by the President, on such terms and 
conditions as he deems appropriate, to the United Nations Emergency Force 
in the Middle Bast. It is true that presently the functions of the UNEF are 
drastically limited by the narrow and legalistic interpretations of the United 
Nations Secretary-General. But presumably, if such a recommendation is adopt- 
ed, our delegation to the U. N. will attempt to secure the broadening of the func- 
tions and power of the U. N. Emergency Force. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 298 AND 323 


12. We suggest an additional limitation in any authorizing resolution which 
deals with a somewhat different though related problem, affecting the integrity of 
American citizenship. On July 25, 1956 the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
reported out Senate Resolution 323 which was adopted the next day without a 
dissenting vote. S. Res. 323 declares that it is a “primary principle” of our 
country that there shall be no distinctions among United States citizens because 
of their religious affiliations and that any attempt by foreign nations to create 
such distinctions is “inconsistent” with our principles. The Senate went on to 
declare that such “distinctions” were “incompatible with the relations that should 
exist among friendly nations’ and urged that in “all negotiations” between our 
country and any foreign state “every reasonable effort should be made to main- 
tain this principle.” 

The Senators will recall that Senate Resolution 323 is based upon Senate Reso- 
lution 298 introduced on June 27, 1956, by a bipartisan group of 25 Senators. 
Senate Resolution 298 pointed out that United States servicemen have beem denied 
assignment to United States military bases abroad because of their feligious 
affiliation or derivation. It is no secret that the base referred to is our base at 
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. 

Senate Resolution 298 also pointed out that United States citizens have been re- 
fused entry and travel visas by certain foreign governments solely because of 
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their religious affiliation or derivation. Again it is no secret that the countries 
referred to are Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Jordan. The last-named country had the 
temerity recently to notify the Director General of UNESCO that it would not 
permit Jewish members of any UNESCO educational mission to enter its coun- 
try (UNESCO Circular Letter 1100, May 4, 1956). 

Finally Senate Resolution 298 declares that certain governments have “directed 
and organized a trade and economic boycott” against American citizens solely be- 
cause of their religious affiliation or derivation. The countries referred to are 
Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and other members of the Arab League. The consular 
officials of Saudi Arabia stationed in this country maintain blacklists of busi- 
nesses controlled by American Jews and refuse to issue consular invoices to 
such Jewish enterprises, thus cutting them off from commerce with their country. 
As long ago as 1893, our State Department denounced somewhat similar actions 
by Czarist Russian consular officials in the United States stating: 

“It is not constitutionally within the power of this Government or any of its 
authorities to apply a religious test in qualification of equal rights of all citizens 
of the United States; and it is therefore impossible to acquiesce in the applica- 
tion of such a test, within the jurisdiction of the United States, by agents of a 
foreign power, to the impairment of the rights of any American citizen or in 
derogation of the certificate of this Government to the fact of such citizenship. 

“On several occasions in the past, this Government has made temperate but 
earnest remonstrances against the examination into the religious faith of 
American citizens by the Russian authorities in Russia. The asserted right of 
territorial sovereignty over all sojourners in the Empire has, to our regret, 
outweighed our friendly protests. 

“His Majesty’s Government, however, surely cannot expect the United States 
to acquiesce in the assumption of a religious inquisitorial function within out 
own borders by a foreign agency, in a manner so repugnant to the national 
sense.” 

We therefore heartily endorse the recent suggestion made by Thomas K, Fin- 
letter (formerly Secretary of the Air Force) to the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee (Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, on H. J. Res. 
117, page 447) that the United States should take measures against “the economic 
and social warfare” currently being waged against Americans of Jewish faith. 
The best measure we can think of is for the Congress to forbid any economic 
assistance under the Mutual Security Act to any foreign state carrying on such 
warfare against American citizens. 


HEADQUARTERS, FIGHTING HOMEFOLKS or FIGHTING MEN, 
Glenwood Springs, Colo., January 21, 1957. 


Senator THropore F. Green, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C, 

Srr: As director of the only organization of the kin of the dead or missing in 
Korea I submit the enclosed testimony with the request that it be published with 
the collected testimony on the hearings on the President’s request for advance 
permission. to commit American troops to battle in the Middle Fast. 

We believe it essential that action upon that request be postponed until the 
Congress has the opportunity to enact an amendment to the existing law which 
will-prevent our soldiers in the Middle East having their hands tied behind their 
backs by the Commander in Chief and being abandoned to the enemy when cap- 
tured as were our sons in the Korean war. 

The testimony consists of Document 355 dated January 15, 1957, and the docu- 
ment dated January 21, 1957. 

Will you please notify me if and when this is to be published. 

Yours very sincerely, 
EvuGeENE R. GUILp, 
Captain, USA, Retired, Director. 
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STATEMENT OF CAPT. EUGENE R. Guinp, Director, FIGHTING HOMEFOLKS OF 
FIgHTING MEN 
JANUARY 18, 1957. 

The undersigned is a retired officer of the Regular Army whose son was killed 
in action in the Korean war. He is the national director of this organization 
of some 850 next of kin and near kin of men killed or missing in the Korean war. 
The group also includes some 650 other kith and kin of those soldiers. The 
organization’s immediate objective is the liberation of the 400 men still held by 
the Chinese and Russian Communists; its long-range objective is to prevent future 
soldiers in future police actions and confliets from being betrayed and abandoned 
us were our men in Korea. 

We request the committee to include in the collected testimony the attached 
testimony identified as Document No. 355 and dated January 15, 1957, except for 
the heading after ‘‘To:” and the last two paragraphs. We also request that the 
following testimony be added: 


AMERICAN PRISONERS OF THE COMMUNISTS 


To establish the abandonment of our soldiers to the enemy, we first ask the 
committee to take cognizance of two facts: (1) it is the established custom of 
the Communists to hold secretly and sometimes for years prisoners 6f war from 
all nations with which they have been. in contact, and to deny that they are hold- 
ing them; (2) after subtracting the unidentified dead recently buried in Hawaii 
there are over 3,000 soldiers (including airmen, marines, sailors, etc.) still miss- 
ing from the Korean war. Of these over 400 were known to have been captured. 
Of the total General Van Fleet states that 400 are still alive, and Gen. Mark 
Clark generally supports him. 

It is the established policy of this administration in the interests of “peace” 
to deny knowing that the Communists are holding any of our men until after the 
Communists themselves announce that they are holding some of them. By illus- 
tration: the Communists reported the capture of 11 of Colonel Arnold’s B-29 
crew and 4 fighter pilots, Heller, Cameron, Parks, Fischer shortly after shooting 
them down. Over a year later, on April 22, 1954, though he had this and more 
information, including photos of Heller and Cameron in captivity (these and 
other photos being sold by Sov-Photo or East-Photo of 45th Street New York to 
next of kin for $15 each), an assistant Secretary of Defense, Dr. John A. Han- 
nah, in sworn testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee, and in 
the presence of several kin of these men, denied implicitly that the administra- 
tion knew that these men were alive. 

He said, “Unless we have specific knowledge that certain individuals, that 
even a single individual is known to be alive, or was known to be alive sinee 
they have indicated to us that they had not that knowledge, after we make our 
demand and our protests, we have not very much to proceed upon and, of course, 
they persistently deny that they know anything about them.” In short, once 
the Reds deny holding our men, the administration, although it has positive 
evidence that the Reds are holding our men, and that the denial is the usual 
Communist lie, uses that lie as justification for abandoning our soldiers it knows 
the Communists are holding. 

In proof of this, a few weeks after the administration’s weasel. words, 
the Communists themselves again acknowledged holding those 15 airmen. After 
some delay the administration on June 22, 1954, privately gave the next of kin 
the facts. But, fearing public reaction, the administration kept those facts from 
the American people for 2 months more when on August 19, 1954, it made the 
facts public. See press release No. 785-54, Department of Defense. 

But the administration, though admitting in paragraph 8 of the release that 
it was the Communists who revealed that they were holding our men, cleverly 
made its public announcement in the form of a “charge” against the Communists, 
and there was little public reaction. 

So the administration, despite the fact that it now had the confession of 
the Communists themselves to, in Dr. Hannah’s words, “proceed upon,” did 
nothing for 3 months more while our airmen endured the torture of Red imprison- 
ment. Then, in November 1954, the Communists, made contemptuous of the 
administration for the abandonment of our airmen, and to needle it into com- 
pliance with the Communist blackmail demands, themselves announced that they 
had sentenced the airmen to long jail terms as spies. 
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This time it worked and there was public reaction which forced the admin 
istration’s hand. But still it took no resolute action; it took the easy way of 
surrendering to the Communists’ blackmail demands and agreeing, in return 
for the liberation of the 15 airmen in the future, to negotiations between Com- 
munist and United States special ambassadors at Geneva—which amounted to 
partial recognition of the Chinese Reds by the United States and which they 
confidently intended would grow into full recognition by negotiations between 
Chou and Dulles. Dag Hammarskjold was sent to Peiping to confirm the black- 
mail deal and as window dressing to give the U. N. credit for the liberation. 
The airmen were released some months later, in 1955. 

Nevertheless the administration, well knowing that those 15 airmen were in 
Communist prisons, did abandon those 15 soldiers to the enemy for 2 years. It 
would have abandoned them forever had not the Communists come up with a 
handy blackmail plan. 

The public was left to conclude that the 15 airmen were all that the Reds 
had held, but the administration, knowing better, left a loophole for itself. After 
the return of the 15 airmen, in July 1955, Deputy Assistant to the Secretary or 
Defense William H. Godel stated in a letter to Senator Knowland published 
in the Congressional Record, “However, it is possible that at some date in the 
future the Communists will admit holding in China additional United States 
personnel.” 

That forecast was strengthened on July 16, 1957, when our State Department 
notified the Kremlin that from information, “so persistent, and detailed, and 
so credible,” that it is “compelled to believe,” that the Reds were holding 10 
named naval airmen and 12 named Air Force airmen; the note also stated thar, 
“it may well be” that the Reds are holding plane crews shot down in the Korean 
war (release No. 388). The Russians denied. holding any American servicemen : 
and as usual for the past 6 months the administration has done nothing but 
await the next move in the Communists’ blackmail routine. It all spells aban- 
donment of our fighting men by an administration indifferent to them. 

The President-Commander in Chief knows of and is responsible for this aban- 
donment. It is, therefore, vital to every mother and father in America that 
Congress, before granting the President advance permission to commit their sons 
to battle in the Middle East, protect their sons by passing a law or amendment 
which will prevent the same crimes being committed against them as were com- 
mitted by the Commander in Chief against our sons in Korea. 

The Commander in Chief must therefore, by amendment to the law, be 
explicitly included as subject to the law. If our democratic form of government 
is to survive, no man should be permitted to remain above the law as the Com- 
mander in Chief presently does according to the ruling of Federal District Court 
Judge Matthew F. McGuire on civil case No. 4267-56 made in Washington, D. C., 
on January 16, 1957. 
JANUARY 15, 1957. 

This group of soldier kin is urgently requesting the Congress to postpone action 
upon the President’s advance declaration of war request until it considers a 
measure insuring equal loyalty between the Nation and the soldier—lest the 
American soldier in a Middle East conflict suffer the same treatment and 
abandonment to the enemy he suffered in the Korean war. We are informing 
the Congress that the new law or amendment will be ready for its consideration 
before the end of January. 

A change in the present law must be made because : 

In the Korean war.—Our soldier sons were compelled to fight with one hand 
tied behind their backs, and 400 have been abandoned to the enemy as a sacrifice 
to fear and appeasement of the Soviet Communists. That is not loyalty from 
Nation to soldier. 

That violated the present law (Public Law 506, S8ist Cong., arts. 2, 99, 104, 
Government Printing Office, Washington, 15 cents or your nearest law library) 
applying to any commender including the Commander in Chief, who “shamefully 
abandons,” “endangers the safety of,” “fails to do his utmost” for, “does not 
afford ‘all practicable relief and assistance” to his embattled soldiers, or who 
“aids—or protects—the enemy either directly or indirectly.” 

Though Commanders in Chief Truman: and Eisenhower, fearing Russian re- 
prisals if they fought resolutely and honestly, had the choice of withdrawing 
their troops to safety, they chose to tie their soldiers’ hands and throw their 
lives away in express violation of that law. 
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But there is little chance the courts will enforce that law as written in the 
present test case (see enclosed papers) as the trend of the judiciary is toward 
an all-powerful Executive, held to be above the law. 

Amendment needed.—For your boy’s and my boy’s oath to give his life to 
his country, you and I must, in return for his supreme loyalty, guarantee him 
the Nation’s equal loyalty, even at the risk of our own skins. The Commander 
in Chief must no longer be permitted to commit with impunity acts against the 
soldier which Hy all other comnianders are punishable by death. The soldier’s 
morale, cornerstone of national defense, is declining dangerously because of this. 
The American soldier, embodiment of our liberty, died to get it for us, and 
unless we are to lose our liberty, he will have to die to keep it for us. He is your 
son and my son, and we cannot further let him down. 

The simple solution is to amend the old law, making it absolutely clear by 
inserting in article 2 (1) after “and all other persons lawfully called or ordered 
into * * * the Armed Forces”, the words “including the Commander in Chief.” 
Under article 77, add “(3) For violation of this law the Commander in Chief 
shall be a principal, except that he shall be subject to impeachment trial 
instead of court-martial.’ In article 99, insert in first sentence after “Armed 
Forces”, the words “including the Commander in Chief at his proper post of 


command at the White House.” 


STATEMENT OF J. H. HoEPPEL, MANAGER, NATIONAL DEFENSE, ARCADIA, CALIF.— 
A COMMENT ON EISENHOWERS’ BELLICOSITY 


The appeal to Congress by President Eisenhower in requesting the Congress- 
men to abrogate their right as elected representatives of the people—in time of 
peace—and to grant him war powers brings to mind whose bone is he picking 
and who’s got the bone. 

As dog sergeant in Alaska 56 years ago, in charge of a corral of sled dogs, I 
observed how the dogs would start a fight over a bone which eventually ended 
up in a general melee which invariably required a club or a whip to separate 
the hungry and too often overworked animals. 

In all creation we witness the stronger attacking the weaker where the ques- 
tion of food or essentials for survival seems to be the predominant urge. 

The ravenous urge of the beast in its quest for food is not evident in the pro- 
posed requested authority to use drafted American boys to fight in the Mideast 
but it does seem that the urge for oil seems to be the impelling force which, if 
consummated, will result in the loss of American life and treasure, so that the 
oil barrels of the British and Americans may roll on to increasing profits for the 
oil interests. 

Let us not forget that the late Maj. Gen. Smedley Butler, of the Marine Corps, 
told us how he earned two Congressional Medals of Honor, won during the time 
that he enjoyed the racket of guarding Standard Oil barrels and investments 
in Central America and elsewhere. 

If Eisenhower is a man for peace, it would appear as more in keeping with 
peace objectives for the United Nations to negotiate the question of allotments 
of oil for all nations so that no nation or nations would have an oil monopoly, 
thus insuring that all nations would obtain an equitable share of the world’s 
oil at an equitable price; thus, to this extent, obviating the dangers of world 
war III—which to me seems inevitable under the Eisenhower proposal. 

If we would thus initiate international economic cooperation on oil and on 
other of the world’s basic essentials, we may yet escape death through the even- 
tual use of A- and H-bombs, guided missiles, ete. (In this we cannot establish 
monopoly without inviting our own destruction.) 

Let us try reason and compromise rather than to sacrifice life and treasure 
and our own country in a futile endeavor to maintain and perpetuate the British 
and American monopoly in oil. 





STATEMENT OF Coorrer T. Hott, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, VETERANS OF FoREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, FesruAry 6, 1957 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, today we live in a troubled 
world. Look to any corner of the earth and you will readily see the heavy clouds 
of crisis hanging overhead. From north to south and east to west we find man- 
kind in conflict and turmoil. It is like a thousand brush fires—as soon as one 
is extinguished another bursts into flame. It would be impossible for me to 
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discuss all of these trouble spots with you today, but I would like to talk about 
a few matters that affect our everyday life here in the United States. 


COMMUNISM 


This is an age of gigantic events—the greatest of which is the fact that the 
free world is experiencing more and more the impact of the ever-mounting 
Russian revolution. This tragic fact is considered by many historians to be 
“the most fundamental single political event since the fall of the Roman Empire” 
and at a time when the United States is the unquestioned power of the free world. 

This actual and potential power carries with it the responsibilities of leader. 
ship. And that leadership, whether it be good, bad, or indifferent, is the product 
of democracy. 

Against the leadership of the United States and our allies is pitted the lead- 
ership of the Communist Party. The Communist Party by propaganda, treason, 
deceit, and, as we have witnessed in recent months, cold-blooded military aggres- 
sion, now controls—yes, dominates—800 million people. Communist aggression 
affects you and it affects me as nothing before in our lifetime. But, what is 
more ‘important, it affects untold generations—your children and the children’s 
children; in fact, the whole idea of human freedom hangs in the balance. 

The political philosophy of the Communist world is based on force and violence. 
Their history is replete with a lack of respect for divine law, moral law, or 
international law. In fact, such basis for order and peace are ridiculed and run 
counter to the atheistic doctrines of the Communist Party. 

These elementary facts about communism are not new. I am sure that all 
of you have long been aware of the things I have talked about, What disturbs 
me is, that at times it does not seem that our diplomats are aware of some of 
these basic facts. 

Since the end of World War II we have let the Communists ,browbeat us into 
submission on almost every front. We have been sitting around the conference 
tables negotiating while at the same time the Soviet military machine has been 
at work in the four corners of the earth. 

In more recent days we have all, witnessed the slaughter in Hungary while the 
diplomats talked. We all read of the arms that Russia furnished Egypt and 
the rest of the Arab world so that more trouble might be stirred up; we are 
witnessing today the buildup in Syria by Russia and recently I read where the 
small Arab country of Yeman was also to get arms from Russia. Yes, these 
things are happening while the diplomats talk. 

Now you might say to me: “The Russian diplomats are talking too,” and you 
would be right, but while they are talking they are also acting as witnessed by 
the events that I have just mentioned. 


THE EISENHOWER DOCTRINE 


But, gentlemen, despite all actions of the past I was greatly encouraged when I 
first read of the President’s proposed doctrine for the Middle Fast. This policy 
said in effect: That the United States will give financial aid to Israel and the 
Arab States, and even more important, that we are prepared to use American 
troops in the event of aggression by an outside force—more specifically by Russia. 

The critics are already shouting, “This might lead to war,” and indeed it might. 
Gentlemen, I don’t, and I know you don’t, want war. We know what war is— 
members of any organization have fought them, but let us remember, they who 
created this Nation were not cowards—shall we be appeasers? 

In expressing approval of this new positive program that the President has 
asked for I am actually saying nothing new. I am sure that many of you can 
remember well the words of VFW post leaders—men like Tim Murphy, Mert 
Tice, Jimmy Cothran, and many others—have long been preaching that it was 
time for the United States to put its foot down. They knew long ago that our 
policy of appeasement toward Russia would ultimately back us into a corner. 

Thankfully we are waking up before being backed into that corner. Now the 
masters of the Kremlin will sit up and take notice. They understand power- 
just as they understood General Gruenther recently when upon retiring as 
military head of NATO he informed the Kremlin that the free world had the 
men and equipment to wipe Russia from the face of the earth. 

I say, let us no longer take a back seat to communism. Wherever they rear 
their heads in aggression let us knock them off. I am sick and tired of watching 
those with godless ideologies smite down God-fearing men of the free world. 
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We have an old saying in this country that says, “Crime doesn’t pay.” More 
than a saying, this is a basic truth and the reason it is true is because in com- 
mitting a crime the criminal is infringing upon the God-given rights of his 
fellowman, therefore, he must be apprehended and made to pay for his crime. 
I ask you—is Russia not the worst form of criminal? 

I say to you again let us support this new positive proposal of the President. 
Let us stand straight with chin up and announce to the world that we are ready to 
defend the principles on which this country is founded. Only in this way will we 
be able to hold the respect of the oppressed people around the world. 

As we carry on, with this new policy of firmness in sight, there are other areas 
that also need the careful consideration of our Government. I speak of our 
foreign giveaway policy. 


REALISTIC APPRAISAL OF FOREIGN AID NEEDED 


It is my sincere belief that the time has come for the Congress to make a 
realistic appraisal of all foreign aid. We are told that some of those who benefit 
by the generosity of the American people resent strings being attached to the 
gifts, They say these so-called strings hurt their pride. I submit to you that 
if cutting off the dollars will stop hurting their pride, then let’s shut off the 
dollars. 

I am not joking when I tell you that it makes me sick at heart to hear some 
of those who we have helped the most, violently criticize the United States at 
every opportunity. Some of these benefactors refuse to admit that there is 
such a thing as a Communist menace. A couple of good examples are India and 
Yugoslavia. 

In the future, if we must participate in a giveaway program, let us give the 
money to those nations which do believe there is a Communist menace. Let us 
give to countries that are doing all in their power to defend not only themselves 
but the principles of human rights and the dignity of man. Let us give to those 
nations that we know are alined with the free world in this classic struggle 
against communism. If this we will do, the firmness of our stand will be 
respected. 

Gentlemen, there is no doubt in my mind that we will ultimately win this 
battle of ideologies with communism, but let us never forget that weakness 
invites aggression. 


COOPERATION AND LOYALTY OF OUR ALLIES 


As we prepare for any eventuality, let us continue as we are doing to work 
for the adjudication of those issues that have brought us to this sorry state 
of affairs; let us act where we can as mediator; let us strive with all our might 
to restrain our allies from acting on their own; and work to gain again the unity 
of the Atlantic community and of NATO that gave heartening promise of pre- 
venting Soviet aggression. We must never lose sight of the fact that in the 
present struggle for survival our great hope of success rests upon the cooperation 
and loyalty of our allies. It is the free world pitted against a Red world of more 
than 800 million people. 

We cannot afford to lose the results of patient work and billions of dollars 
spent in our joint aspirations for the peaceful goals of western civilization, which 
is in short—collective security under international law. 

It is the task of leadership on the part of the United States that exceeds in 
magnitude and importance anything that has ever before confronted the Nation. 
The allies must be held together, and can be, if firmness, justice, and realistic 
long-range policies set the tone of all our international relations. And it is only 
by leading from our combined strength that we have hope of successfully meeting 
the challenge. 

LESSON OF HISTORY 


And, finally, my friends, let us work anew to insure that our Armed Forces 
and our young students learn fundamental facts of American history. When 
the question arises—‘What are we fighting for?”—our history holds the answer. 
If we lost what we are fighting for—the democratic way of life—we lose all that 
we and our fathers fought for. A general knowledge of our bloody history to 
preserve the freedoms, inspires a living, dynamic faith in American ideals and 
only by active faith in those ideals that made our country great will we survive 
in the crisis through which we are passing now, and will contirue to pass in 
the years directly ahead. 
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We must never forget. We must remember history—history which has shown 
that: 
1. No democracy or no republic has yet endured indefinitely. 
2. No democracy or no republic has ever been supplanted by anything 
better ; and 
8. No democracy or no republic, once overthrown, has ever been effectively 
restored. 
That, gentlemen, is the lesson of history. 
I urge that you never forget the source of all freedom is strength. 


THIRTY-FIRST WOMEN’S PATRIOTIC 
CONFERENCE ON NATIONAL DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1957. 


Senator RicHArp M. RUSSELL, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR RussELL: The Thirty-first Women’s Patriotic Conference on 
National Defense, Inc., adopted a resolution in opposition to granting deferred 
war power to the President of the United States exclusively and to the plac- 
be s the Armed Forces of the United States at the disposal of the United 

ations, 

Surely a virtual treaty between the United States and Israel to protect the 
territorial integrity of that shaky creation of the United Nations from a possible 
attack by the 8 million Arab expellees “from any nation controlled by inter- 
national communism” is fraught with great danger to the United States and is 
contrary to the whole history of this country in international affairs. 

Wouldn’t a resolution expressing the sense of the Congress to back the 
President serve the intent without such a complete abdictation of the re- 
sponsibility of Congress? 


Most sincerely, 
LILLIAN HOWARD, 


Mrs. Ernest W. Howard, 
Chairman of Resolutions. 


RESOLUTION OF THIRTY-FIRST WOMEN’S PATRIOTIC CONFERENCE ON NATIONAL 
DEFENSE, INC., ON SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 19 


Resolved, That the Thirty-first Women’s Patriotic Conference on National 
Defense, Inc., urges the Senate of the United States to reject Senate Joint Res- 
oluion 19 which would deprive the Congress of its constitutional right to declare 
war and would place the control of the Armed Forces of the United States 
exclusively with the Executive and the United Nations. 


FEBRUARY 1, 1957. 


THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: During the period between September 1956 and January 1957, I 
have been receiving a large number of pieces of propaganda material from 
Egypt, all intended to influence my attitude toward recent events in the Near 
East. In addition to releases from the Egyptian State Information Depart- 
ment, there have been “Christmas cards,” releases from supposedly private 
organizations, and a handwritten letter from an Egyptian citizen who is com- 
pletely unknown to me. All of the above material has carried the official 
postage stamp of the Egyptian Government, corresponding to the Government 
frank in the United States. In addition, there was a release from an organ- 
ization calling itself the “Afro-Asian Group” and mailed from Djakarta. In- 


donesia. This carried regular Indonesian postage stamps, although it, like 


everything else, had been addressed with a single stencil, probably that of the 
Egyptian State Information Department. 

The materials received vary widely in tone, from well-thought-out, and well- 
reasoned defenses of the Egyptian position to inflammatory, bitterly abusive 
attacks against Great Britain and British individuals. It has featured atrocity 
stories about the behavior of British, French, and Israeli troops, and has con- 
sistently followed the propaganda line of the Soviet Union. It has been anti- 
American in the sense of veiled innuendo on the colonial issue. 
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Of particular interest is the fact that we have been informed at the State 
Department that the “Afro-Asian Group” is a Communist inspired and supported 
outgrowth of the Bandung Conference. It used envelopes furnished by the 
Egyptian State Information Department. 

Because of the connection with the Soviet Union, I wrote Dr. Hussein, Am- 
bassador of Egypt, on October 2, 1956, asking that we be removed from the 
mailing list. When the material continued to come, a second letter in mueh 
stronger language was sent on January 16, 1957, and this letter has been ac- 
knowledged with a statement that steps will be taken to honor the demand. 

I respectfully request that this letter be included in the record of the hear- 
ings of this committee concerning Senate Joint Resolution 19. 

Respectfully yours, 
EDWARD M. KNapp. 


NEw York, N. Y., January 14, 1957. 
Chairman T. F. GREEN, 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN GREEN: Enclosed is a statement for the record, in lieu of re- 
questing time to appear in person before your committee in its present hearings 
on the Mideast of the President. I shall appreciate it if you will have the state- 
ment put in the record. 

Enclosed are enough copies so that all members of your committee can be 
given a copy at this time and I'll appreciate it if you will bave them distributed 
to the members. 

Thank you in advance for your kind attention to these requests. 

Yours truly, 
HAMILTON A. LONG. 


JANUARY 14, 1957. 
STATEMENT OF HAMILTON A. LONG 


1. Stop America’s “servitude of contradiction’.—Unsound programs should not 
be pursued as a reflex to Kremlin opposition—faked to trap gullible Uncle Sam 
into doing what benefits Russia ; for example, see 2 below. 

2. “Aid” to Eurasia benefits Russia militarily.—Such “aid” depletes our limited 
resources, increases Russia’s—able to seize Eurasia at will. Any United States 
forces there, if war comes, will be caught in a “Bataan” trap. 

3. No Eurasia power-vacuum today.—Russia’s power filled the “vacuum” in 
Eurasia in 1945. The war gave her impregnable power dominance over all 
Eurasia and vicinity (Britain, Japan, north Africa)—all indefensible against 
her H-rockets, H-bombs, forces. America is powerless to alter this hideous reality. 
Talk of “retaliation” from North American bases is irrelevant, even if it could be 
feasible. 

4. Limit policy to fit power’s limits.—United States policy, commitments, can- 
not soundly involve any challenge (foredoomed) of Russia’s power in Eurasia, in 
war. Trapping us into overextension there is a main Kremlin aim. 

5. Heed the Hungarians’ haunting cry.— ‘Where are the promised American 
troops to help us?” cried Budapest rebels in November 1956, misled by our talk 
of “liberation” aid. America is powerless so to aid, or defend, Eurasian peoples 
against Russia. Ike’s plan would thus victimize Mideast peoples. 

6. Interference in other nations’ internal affairs violates U. N. Charter and 
America’s traditional principles —Two wrongs do not make a right. The end does 
not justify the means. The fact that the brutish, godless, Communist despots 
of the Kremlin—also Britain and France, for example—so interfere, is no excuse 
for America’s using this typical tool of imperialism—colonialism—even though 
by “request” of manipulated regimes of local politicians “bought” with billions, 
arms. It is as futile in the long run as it is a violative of America’s traditional 
principles. 

7. “Aid” to Eurasia and vicinity violates the United States Constitution.—“ Aid” 
to countries there could be justified, if at all, only under the power to tax, for 
“national defense,” but aid to such indefensible countries cannot meet this test. 
It’s not within the limited Federal powers, cannot help our national defense. 

8. No blank check for war, or for “aid’’, to any man.—Ike demands in effect a 
blank check for war (use of United States forces versus Russia), and for eco- 
nomic “aid,” in the Mideast. Yet the Constitution grants to Congress, solely, 
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the power of “the purse” and to put us in war. His demand violates fundamental 
American traditions, principles; typifies rule-by-man thinking of the military 
mind; and his “emergency” is completely phony, like Truman’s in March 1947 
re Truman doctrine. 

9. The unofficial Anglo-United States military alliance is disastrous for America 
morally, politically, economically, militarily, and should be ended, now.—The 
secret deal in August 1941 of Churchill-FDR, for Anglo-United States forces to 
police the postwar world (using any “U. N.” as a tool, to this end), was con- 
firmed secretly by Churchill-Truman at Potsdam, July 1945 (against Russian 
imperialism, so automatically in support of Britain’s). ‘The United States is 
about to take the weight of Russian expansion off British shoulders,” said the 
May 1947 pamphlet, Cards-on the Table, of Britain’s Labor Party, re Truman 
doctrine moves in Mideast (Turkey, etc.) designed to do exactly that, including 
protection of oil interests there, despite Acheson-State Department fake denials 
to a suspicious Senate, March 1947. Now Ike seeks to further this scheme, 
fulfill those wartime deals, though Mideast oil is Russia’s for the taking the first 
day of war, hence useless to United States defense (see Senator Malone com- 
mittee report re Western Hemisphere self-sufficient as to oil in war). Our rely- 
ing on that oil, and on “ally” Britain—indefensible against Russia’s rockets— 
delights Russia, traps America. Ike’s plan means, in part: America joins the 
Baghdad Pact, backs the Churchill-Attlee-Eden-Macmillan program for United 
States imperialism by proxy and carries out the FDR-Truman program regard- 
ing Mideast oil. 

10. Identification.—I speak as an individual citizen; veteran of both World 
Wars (major, Air Force, World War II) ; lawyer; widely known as a foe of the 
Kremlin’s aims and its Communist conspiracy (see, for example, my privately 
written study, Permit Communist Conspirators To Be Teachers?—adopted in 
1953 by the United States House of Representatives as its own Document 215, 
and widely used). For more factual background information regarding the 
foregoing points, see my statements, Senate Foreign Relations Committee hear- 
ings, May 1949, pages 1235-1262 re North Atlantic Treaty ; House Foreign Affairs 
Committee hearings March 1948, pages 2240-2248 re Marshall plan, and June 
1953, pages 994-1013 re Mutual Security Act extension. 


Fresruary 5, 1957. 
SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF HAMILTON A. LONG 


The fictitious nature of the alleged crisis in the Mideast, as claimed by Eisen- 
hower and those supporting his proposals regarding that region, merits full 
exposure. For present purposes, only a few illustrative facts will be presented. 
They could be elaborated at great length. 


MIDDLE EAST DEVELOPMENTS 


Just one year ago, Prime Minister Eden visited Washington to confer with the 
President about the Russian threat in the Mideast. Newsweek of February 6, 1956, 
headlined its account of his visit thus: “Meeting With Eden: A Mood of Crisis.” 
Rule by crisis is a settled political technique. 

Eden’s aims, per this account, included primarily: (1) arranging for a joint 
Anglo-United States Marshall plan for the Mideast; (2) also for a joint Anglo- 
United States declaration threatening aerial bombardment of any nation in 
that region starting a war. (Eden also wanted, the account said, United States 
consideration of recognition of Red China and her admission to the U.N.) This 
was in line with the Anglo-United States alliance, which Eden considered to 
be necessarily enduring, Newsweek said. He met with Ike repeatedly. 

Speaking to the United States Senate, Eden said: “Never, I am sure, has the 
measure of agreement between us been so wide and true” (New York Times, Feb- 
ruary 3). This indicated the extent of his success in gaining his ends presum- 
ably. He and Ike issued a joint declaration pledging joint efforts at solution of 
the Mideast problems (New York Times, February 2) ; but what they agreed was 
kept secret. 

This secrecy was noted in Eden’s statement to Parliament reported in an 
Associated Press dispatch from London on March 15 (Washington Star, same 
date) as follows: “Prime Minister Eden gave a strong hint today the Big Three 
Western Allies have drawn up new military and political plans aimed at guard- 

ing present Mideastern frontiers against sudden attack. Sir Anthony told the 
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House of Commons some results of American, British, and French discussions 
in Washington have to be kept secret ‘because of the constitutional differences’ 
between the countries.” In other words, the Congress and the American people 
must be kept in the dark about their public servant’s (President’s) deals with 
foreign countries involving America in such schemes—-involving us in the inter- 
national quicksand trap of Mideast power politics, concerning primarily oil. 

Eden’s visit was discussed widely in the United States press as pertaining to 
the struggle over Mideast oil, for instance, in the New York Times, February 5 
(p. E 5). Oil is the key to the dealings there aithough the politicians delude the 
people with talk of “Save the Mideast from communism,” like Hitler’s incessant 
cry: “Save Europe from bolshevism”—as a cloak behind which he planned his 
war-breeding power politics and wars. As Time magazine observed in March 
1947 when the Truman doctrine was being sprung under the slogan: “Save the 
world from communism,” the talk on the floor of Congress was all about oil but 
in the cloakrooms it was all about oil. Oil is the key. The cry about saving the 
Mideast from going Communist is as phony as is the pretense that giving eco- 
nomic and military “aid” to Communist Tito’s regime in Yugoslavia is helping 
to combat communism in the world. 

One public development following the Eden visit was Ike’s statement (New 
York Times, February 9) that America would guard the peace in the Mideast, 
that ‘Everything that I can do constitutionally will be done to prevent the out- 
break of hostilities in that section.” The Times reported that action outside of 
the U. N. was contemplated, if it became necessary, but “the informed adminis- 
tration sources thought it unlikely that the President would seek from Congress 
standby authority similar to that he obtained when Quemoy and Matsu were 
threatened.” This inspired comment was, of course, a trial balloon to see how 
such a request would sit with Congress and the people. This was tried again 
in April (New York Times, April 15). The hyphenated nature of our Anglo- 
American foreign policy was indicated by Time’s comment (February 13) that 
the Eden-Ike declaration was a joint threat of action against any Mideast ag- 
gressor and was initially drafted by Eden. 

Supporting statements by Ike and Secretary Dulles were issued from time 
to time in the months following the Eden visit to Washington. In the period 
February to April, for instance, they dramatically and repeatedly stressed the 
existence of a crisis in the Mideast. Additional United States forces were or- 
dered into the east Mediterranean region, which was pursuant to the Eden-Ike 
deal in February, according to a London dispatch to the New York Times of 
March 9 by Benjamin Welles. 

The main point of all these joint activities of Britain and the United States 
was highlighted by the headline in the New York Times of February 14: “Soviet 
Cautions West Not To Send Forces to Mideast.” 

Eden assured Parliament oh February 13 that there was no disagreement about 
the Mideast joint program between Britain and the United States, therefore with 
France, of course, which was in on the deal (Washington Post, February 14). 
Similarly, Premier Mollet assured the French people months later that there was 
close understanding between Washington, London, and Paris (New York Times, 
October 1, 1956). This was soon before the British-French-Israeli invasion of 
Egypt. Mollet then said that United States leaders “agree with us” (Britain 
and France) on objectives in the Mideast, including “halting the expansionism” 
of Egypt’s Nasser. Mollet continued: “The unshakable French-British soli- 
darity, the certainty that we have that the responsible men of the United States 
are profoundly in agreement with us on the objectives to be reached—I say that 
in weighing my words—makes us confident of our success.” 

This Mollet statement came at the end of September, at the end of 2 months of 
intensive and big buildup of Britain’s and France’s forces in the Mideast region, 
especially in. Cyprus—the jumping-off place for any invasion of Egypt. This 
attack was the announced purpose of the buildup. It was repeatedly proclaimed 
by Eden and Lloyd for Britain and by French leaders to have a single aim: 
Stop Nasser, and thereby help save the oil interests there and keep control of 
the Suez Canal. To be sure, it was said that force would be used ‘as a last 
resort”—as judged by the London and Paris leaders. They had reached this 
point by October, when they were openly intimating that they considered Dulles 
to have double-crossed them with his endless conferences and shifty “solutions,” 
each of which was stillborn. They got on to his obvious delaying tactics, stalling 
for time, and decided to have no part of his brain children. 
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Dulles, Ike, and other top American officials had full information all th« 
while—in the period August to October—regarding this British-French military 
buildup. Much of it was widely publicized. They were fully aware that Eden 
and Mollet planned to use the forces against Egypt to stop Nasser. All the 
world was advised of this aim—as a last resort to be sure. United States offi- 
cials, and Dulles in particular from his many. meetings with them as well as 
Ike from his various contacts with their representatives in Washington-as well 
as directly, well knew the desperation of mind of the London and Paris leaders 
in the face of their expiring imperialisms—in 1956 in the “last gasp” phase and 
now more so. Ike, Dulles, and other top United States officials were therefore 
well aware in October 1956 that the “last resort” military action by Britain and 
France was imminent, and this was true weeks before the action took place at 
the end of that month. 

ATTACK ON EGYPT 


In the light of the foregoing, the big question which should be explored by 
the Congress, especially by the Senate and its responsible committees, is this: 
Was the attack on Egypt by Britain and France planned initially for the post- 
election period and with the tacit approval of Ike and Dulles? 

In this connection, it should be kept in mind that Ike never did criticize Britain 
and France as being in the wrong legally or morally; instead, he asserted firmly 
that they had a “manifest right” to do what they wanted to do and we in America 
could, of course, disagree with what they had done. It is now known, further- 
more, that he immediately put into motion secretly the preparatory machinery 
looking toward their rescue from the desperate plight which this “preventive war” 
put them in—along with Israel—in connection with their need for oil first and 
foremost. This secrecy was intended to keep from the Arabs and the American 
people the fact that the aggressors were thus being helped by Washington, even 
during the period of most inflamed public opinion over this outrageous conduct 
of the aggressors. 

This gives rise to the thought that Ike and Dulles were offended not over the 
fact of the invasion so much as over the timing—over its being pulled off before 
the election, with its political dangers potentially for the Eisenhower administra- 
tion. The question in this connection is, Were they in cahoots with Eden and 
Mollet for such a postelection move, to have the secret blessing of Washington 
and its backing against any attempt by Russia to intervene, for instance, with 
“volunteers” a la Korea? Was this the secret deal to which Eden referred in 
Parliament in March, as mentioned above, as having been made by him with 
Ike in February 1956? 

Could this explain why Eden, Mollet, and Israel’s Ben-Gurion took advantage 
of Moscow’s sudden and unexpected involvement in Poland and Hungary—by 
launching the invasion prematurely, as was obvious from the days it took Britain 
and France to get their ground troops into Egypt after the start of hostilities? 
Could it be that they had no reason to expect censure from Washington’s top 
officials (Ike, Dulles, and company) except for acting ahead of schedule—figur- 
ing this would be excused under the circumstances due to Moscow's: dilemma ? 

A key question is, What is the meaning of all the references to secret things 
which are constantly being made—for example, at the London dinner recently 
when Ambassador Aldrich was singing his swan song as an official? It is im- 
plied strongly, by such comments about “things which cannot yet be told,” that 
the Congress and the American people are not at all conversant with the real 
truth—perhaps along the line mentioned above. This is an aspect of the matter, 
directly tied in with the now pending proposals of Eisenhower for the Mideast, 
which needs full airing. 

THE FULL TRUTH 


The American people, and their public servants in Congress, are entitled to th: 
full truth. These secret deals violate everything for which America has tradi 
tionally stood and endanger America gravely in various ways. 

The post-V-E Day period especially has witnessed gross deception of the people 
by their public servants regarding foreign affairs especially. It has been so con- 
tinuous and flagrant as to invite comment even by leading, representatives 
of the press; for instance, James Reston in the New York Times of September 
16, 1956, and Walter Lippmann in the New York Herald Tribune of January 20. 
1948. Such deception, as practiced by the Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisenhower 
administrations with especial flagrancy regarding foreign policy, is, of course, 
an old problem in Government. The “cry crisis” tactic, pretending falsely that 
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there is an emergency requiring quick action and little, if any, investigation of 
proposals presented, of which Ike’s claimed “emergency” is an example (so like 
Truman’s in March 1947), is a good illustration of what is found so frequently 
in the history books. Political leaders all too frequently resort to such objection- 
able tactics. This was the subject of comment, for example, by a distinguished 
leader in 1788. 

A famous Virginia leader of that time, Richard Henry Lee, had occasion to 
be aroused against what he took to be an attempt to force through hastily and 
without adequate consideration an important governmental step. His protest 
was classic and applicable to all false pretenses of “crisis” or “emergency” in 
governmental affairs. He said: “It is natural for men who wish to hasten 
the adoption of a measure to tell us, ‘Now is the crisis’—now is the critical mo- 
ment which must be seized or all will be lost; and to shut the door against free 
inquiry, whenever conscious the thing presented has defects in it, which time 
and investigation will probably discover. This has been the custom of tyrants 
and their dependents in all ages.” 

Sad but true, we in America have witnessed this offensive practice here at 
home—under the Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisenhower administrations especially. 
Note, for instance, the Truman “deadline” date for approval of his Truman 
doctrine program in March 1947, and the attempt by Eisenhower and Dulles to 
try this trick on the Congress regarding the pending proposals affecting the 
Mideast. The “cry crisis” tactic is a chief tool of demagogs, whether tyrants— 
such as Lee mentioned—or popularly elected men who pretend to be the very 
opposite of tyrants but gain their ends by quite similar tactics of deception of 
the people. 

The United States Senate, and especially its Foreign Relations and Armed 
Services Committees, still considering the Eisenhower proposals but lacking 
woefully factual information adequate to sound judgment, are duty bound to 
seek the full truth regarding all aspects of the matter—-such as those mentioned 
above—and to a acquaint the people with the facts, while voting in the light 
thereof on the pending proposals. 


STATEMENT OF ReEv. A. J. Muster, SECRETARY EMERITUS, FELLOWSHIP OF 
RECONCILIATION 


My name is Abraham J. Muste. I am a clergyman in the Presbyterian Church, 
United States of America, Presbytery of New York, and secretary emeritus of the 
Fellowship of Reconciliation. The fellowship is an organization which bases its 
program on the teachings of Jesus and has worked for peace and for nonviolent 
solutions of conflict in various spheres of life since its organization in 1914. 


OPPOSITION TO EISENHOWER DOCTRINE 


We record our opposition to the Eisenhower doctrine of 1957 in relation to 
the Middle East as we recorded our opposition to the Truman doctrine of 1947 in 
relation to Turkey and Greece. In this case, as in the former, it is proposed to 
give the President congressional support for building up military power and 
using it at his discretion, in the belief that this is the primary and chief way 

» contain communism and Soviet military power. 

Secretary Dulles, in his testimony before this committee, harked back to the 
Truman Greek-Turkish program and to NATO and a number of other steps 
in the intervening years as evidence that this containment policy works. After 
each such move, he stated, “the danger has subsided and peace has prevailed.” 
This seems nonsense on the face of it. If each step has done the job of improv- 
ing the national security and stopping Russia, why does it have to be followed 
by another? Why, in particular, by the present proposal which is accompanied 
hy proposals for greatly increased military expenditures? 

The situation is more omnious today, not less, both because Communist power 
has spread in this decade and because, while in 1947 we were still merely in 
the A-bomb era, we are now in the era of nuclear war. 

In the face of the obvious failure of the power politics and military rivalry 
approach, and in view of the fact that the menace of total war hangs over our 
own and all other lands so long as this approach prevails, we propose that this 
Nation pioneer in developing a genuinely new, nonmilitary approach. 
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PROPOSALS 


Concrete proposals.—In today’s world the Big Powers determine the course 
of events. They, therefore, including the United States, are primarily re- 
sponsible for the disastrous state of the world. It is their behavior that must 
be drastically altered. Among the measures we advocate and work for are 
these : 

1. The myth of the power vacuum in the Middle East which “has to be filled 
by somebody” must be exploded. It is the power hunger, the security obsession 
of big nations which want to devour the Middle East. They should recognize 
they have no business there. The Middle East belongs to the people of the 
Middle East. It is only by honest dealing with them that Europeans in the long 
run can obtain the oil on which their industries depend. If they seek oil for 
the military establishments which have traditionally been used against the 
Middle East, how can they expect the peoples of that region to help them? 

2. The popular revolutions against feudalism, for independence of foreign 
control, must be allowed to proceed without interference from the outside. No 
peaceful coexistence is possible in a world where these revolutions are thwarted. 
To democratic regimes in the Middle East the people of the United States and 
other western countries could furnish technological and other aid, and such aid 
would be welcomed once western states gave up meddling in those lands. 

3. The Middle Eastern countries have tried to remain neutral, i. e., outside 
the big power blocs. The effort of both Russia and the United States to prevent 
this should cease and their neutrality be fully respected. 

4, Nobody can settle the tragic Israeli-Arab conflict save the Arabs and 
Israelis. It cannot possibly be settled as long as the area is the scene of big 
power rivalry and maneuvering. 

5. The only way to deal with the Suez problem without infringing on Egypt’s 
sovereignty and making Western economic and defense interests decisive is in 
the context of genuine internationalization of all important waterways, includ- 
ing Suez, the Dardanelles, and the Panama Canal. Let. the United States begin. 

6. Since the problem of Europe is integrally linked with that of the Middle 
East, the objective in the former should also be the independence of Western 
European lands from NATO and the United States and of Eastern European 
countries from the Warsaw Pact and Russia. With both NATO and the Warsaw 
alliances shaken and both Western and Eastern European countries uneasy over 
the prospect of continued dependence on the United States and Russia, respec- 
tively; both governments may be open to the idea of accepting and respecting 
European neutrality. If they try forcibly to prevent it, this can only mean war 
eventually in which Europe is obliterated. 

If, on the other hand, a great series of peoples in Europe, the Middle East and 
South Asia establish genuine independence of the great power blocs—inde- 
pendence not based on still another military combination but based essentially 
on repudiation of dependence on military power—peace becomes possible. 

Fesruary 4, 1957. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., February 11, 1957. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MANSFIELD: You raised with me earlier this week several ques- 
tions regarding Algeria. The information we have is as follows: 

Rumors have circulated in recent months, particularly in the French press, 
that papers were found on the captured Algerian rebel leaders which indicated 
that they were receiving aid from American oil companies. On November 14 
the Embassy at Paris received a letter from the French Government which stated 
that “we have not found a trace of involvement of American companies in the 
documents.” Nor did the French authorities indicate that anything had been 
developed in the interrogations of these leaders. The French Government has 
not made public reference to their letter. Ambassador Dillon in an interview 
published by the Embassy at the end of December stated, with regard to reports 
of collusion of certain American companies with the rebels, “I can tell you that 
the French Government has given us written assurance that this information is 
totally inaccurate.” 

French plans and hopes regarding petroleum exploration and production in 
Algeria were most recently described in an article from Algiers by Tillman 
Durdin, published in the New York Times on February 7. I enclose a copy. The 
official reports to the Department, principally from the Consulate General at 
Algiers, and material we have gathered from the Paris press, indicate that the 


Fi 

is 
wl 
fre 
Al 
au 
inc 
Pr 
an 
sel 
are 
lar 
Fr 
fol 
r 


pal 
sul 
Sev 
cer 
poc 
pay 
fur 


A 
pro 
A 
Col 
con 
tint 
Cor 
\ 
a re 
pro 
T 
sou 
Bis! 
abo 
D 
trar 
fifte 
Mes 
Vici 
a 
the 
free 
E: 
abou 
was 
Li 
220 
mile 
of Ce 
M. 
Mess 
He 
said 
Mess 
He 
all h 
a ye 


a 
: 





THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON THE MIDDLE EAST 959 


French have intensified their search for oil in Algeria in the last few years. It 
is said that rich oil-bearing formations may be located in the Algerian Sahara, 
which is organized in several southern territories of Algeria governed directly 
from Paris, administratively separate from the twelve departments of northern 
Algeria. The French Parliament recently enacted legislation establishing an 
authority for the economic development of the French Sahara area, which 
includes the Algerian territories and portions of French Equatorial Africa. 
Production of crude oil in northern Algeria is concentrated in one area, and 
amounted to 70,000 tons in 1955. This is the only commercial production in any 
serious quantity as yet anywhere in Algeria. In southern Algeria oil operations 
are largely confined to exploration. Exclusive permits have been granted to a 
large number of French companies covering almost all the Sahara. Official 
French estimates indicate that the combined capital outlay of these companies 
for exploration in 1956 may have exceeded the franc equivalent of $25 million. 

To our knowledge there are no American oil companies or subsidiaries directly 
participating in the Algerian explorations. As you may know, the French 
subsidiary of Esso Standard has explored a large area around Bordeaux and 
several years ago discovered a rich oil pool which is now the principal producing 
center in Metropolitan France. Possibly the French hope that even larger oil 
pools may eventually be discovered in the Sahara, and prefer to avoid having to 
pay royalties on such production to American companies, thereby avoiding a 
further drain on the rapidly declining French dollar reserves. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. BURKE ELBRICK. 
Enclosure: Press clipping. 


Wiper Or. SEARCH FOR ALGERIA—CONCERNS PLAN New DRILLING AND 
GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS, EXECUTIVE DECLARES 


BY TILLMAN DURDIN 


ALGIERS, ALGERIA, February 6—An intensified oil exploration and production 
program for Algeria was announced here today. 

Armand Colot, managing director of the Algerian Oil Research and Exploration 
Company, said that half a dozen or more wells would be sunk in 1957 by his 
company and that extensive geological searches now under way would be con- 
tinued. He said that an associated concern, the French Algeria Petroleum 
Company, also planned new drillings and further geophysical surveys this year. 

M. Colot said plans were being studied for the construction of a pipeline from 
a region 340 to 240 miles southeast of Algiers, in which there is already some oil 
production and where the possibilities of large-scale production appear good. 

The pipeline would start in the vicinity of Hassi Messaoud, sixty-five miles 
southeast of Ouraglia, and would terminate at a railhead either at Laghouat or 
Biskra. The pipeline would be about 125 miles long if it ended at Laghouat and 
about twice that long if it was built to Biskra. 

Dr. Colot said all output in the Hassi Messaoud field was now limited by 
transportation facilities but that he expected production by 1958 to be twelve to 
fifteen hundred tons a day. At present oil can be transported from Hassi 
Messaoud only by truck, and its use consequently is impractical except in the 
vicinity. 

The information given by Dr. Colot reflected the high hopes entertained by 
the French for developing large-scale oil production in Algeria and eventually 
freeing France from dependence on Middle Eastern oil. 

Exploration for oil has been going on in the Algerian Sahara, which begins 
about 100 miles from the coast, for decades. Last year the first producing well 
was brought in at Hassi Messaoud. 

Last year a producing well was also completed at Edjele, on the Libyan border 
220 miles south of the Tunisian port of Gabes. Other wells at in Salah, 700 
miles south of Algiers. Hassi Rmel, 250 miles south of Algiers and southeast 
of Colomb Bechar in western Algeria have shown promise. 

M. Colot was cautious in estimating the possible potential of the Hassi 
Messaoud find and experts show similar reserve about Edjele and other drillings. 

However, Pierre Guillaumat, head of the French Office of Petroleum Research, 
said recent Edjele would be producing 4,000,000 tons of oil by 1959 and Hassi 
Messaoud 5,000,000 by 1960. 

He predicted that in 15 years the Sahara would be providing France with 
all her petroleum needs and, by 1961, he foresaw a production of 9,000,000 tons 
a year from the Sahara and other French Union African territories. 
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